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8935. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of International Brother­

hood of Paper Makers, Local No. 45, Deferiet, N. Y., favor­
ing tariff protection of the pulp and paper industry; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

8936. By Mr. SMITH of West Virginia: Resolution of the 
Woman's Home Missionary Society of the Methodist Church 
of Charleston, W. Va., favoring Federal supervision of the 
motion-picture industry, etc.; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

8937. Also, resolution of the Young Women's Auxiliary of 
the Sixth Street Methodist Church, Charleston, W. Va., 
favoring Federal supervision of the motion-picture industry, 
etc.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8938. By Mr. SNELL: Petition of residents of Ticonderoga, 
N. Y., urging prompt action on stop-alien representation 
amendment; to the ·Committee on the Judiciary. 

8939. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church of Homer City, Pa., favoring 
the proposed amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to exclude aliens in the count for the apportionment 
of Representatives among the several States; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

8940. By Mr. SWING: Petition of 35 members of the 
Methodist Women's Council and Woman's Christian Tem­
perance Union of Corona, Calif., in behalf of the stop-alien 
representation amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States to cut out the 6,280,000 aliens in this country and 
count only American citizens when making future appor­
tionments for congressional districts; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

8941. Also, petition of the Nonpartisan League of Im­
perial, Calif., indorsing Congressman PATMAN's proposition 
for paying the American Legion members by Congress issu­
ing emergency currency good for all debts public and private 
and retiring said certificates of indebtedness; and protesting 
any new Federal tax increase to pay Government expenses; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8942. Also, petition of 50 citizens of Costa Mesa, Calif., in 
behalf of the" stop alien representation" amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States to cut out the 6,280,000 
aliens in this country and count only American citizens 
when making future apportionments for congressional dis­
tricts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8943. By Mr. TIERNEY: Petition of Ignatius K. Wer­
winski, requesting that October 11 of each year be declared 
General Pulaski's Memorial Day; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

8944. By Mr. TURPIN: Petition of citizens of Luzerne 
County, Pa., urging passage of "stop-alien representation" 
amendment to the United States Constitution; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

8945. By Mr. WHITE: Petition of Woman's Home Mis­
sionary Society of the St. John's Methodist Church, Toledo, 
Ohio, pertaining to regulation of the motion-picture indus­
try; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8946. Also, petition of the Young Women's Home Mission­
ary Society of the St. John's Methodist Episcopal Church, 
Toledo, Ohio, pertaining to regulation of the motion-picture 
industry; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce. 

8947. Also, petition of Grace Canfield Auxiliary of the 
Home Missionary Society, Toledo, Ohio, pertaining to Fed­
eral regulation of the motion-picture industry; to the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

8948. By Mr. WITHROW: Petition of the congregation of 
the Methodist Episcopal Church of Tomah, Wis., petitioning 
the Congress of the United States against the legalization of 
beer and the resubmission of the eighteenth amendment; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8949. Also, petition of the congregation of the Church of 
God of Tomah, Wis., petitioning the Congress of the United 
States againSt the legalization of beer and the resubmission 
of the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

8950. By the SPEAKER: Petition of veterans' committee, 
urging immediate cash payment of the adjusted-service cer­
·tificates and other veterans' legislation; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1932 

<Legislative day of Thursday, December 8, 1932) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate will receive ames­
sage from the House of Representatives. 

llfESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Chaffee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had 
agreed to a concurrent resolution CH. Con. Res. 42) to ex­
tend the time for the filing of the report of the United 
States Roanoke Colony Commission, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

ROANOKE COLONY COMMISSION 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, I ask unan­
imous consent to take from the Vice President's desk the 
House concurrent resolution which has just come over 
from the House, and I ask for its immediate consideration. 
The time in which the commission must report expires 
to-day, and there is necessity for an extension. The exten­
sion is until the 15th of January. I think there will be no 
objection. I ask that the concurrent resolution be reported. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concurrent resolution will 
be read for the information of the Senate. 

The Chief Clerk read the concurrent resolution. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
There being no objection, the concurrent resolution CH. 

Con. Res. 42) was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate coneur­
ring), ~at section 6 of the House concurrent resolution estab­
lishing the United States Roanoke Colony Commission, Seventy­
second Congress, be, and the same is hereby, amended to read 
as follows: 

" SEc. 6. That the commission shall, on or before the 15th day 
of January, 1933, make a report to the Congress in order that 
enabling legislation may be enacted." 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the following Sen­

ators answered to their names: 
Ashurst Dale Kean 
Austin Davis Kendrick 
Bailey Dickinson Kefes 
Bankhead Dill King 
Barbour Fess La Follette 
Barkley Frazier Logan 
Bingham Geo1·ge Long 
Black Glass McGill 
Blaine Glenn McKellar 
Borah Goldsborough McNary 
Broussard Gore Metcalf 
Bulkley Grammer Moses 
Bulow Hale Neely 
Byrnes Harrison Norbeck 
Capper Hastings Nye 
carey Hatfield Odd.le 
Cohen Hawes Patterson 
Coolidge Hayden Pittman 
Copeland Hebert Reed 
Costigan Howell Reynolds 
Couzens Hull Robinson, Ark. 
Cutting Johnson Robinson, Ind. 

Schall 
Schuyler 
Shipstead 
Shortridge · 
Smith 
Smoot 
Stelwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Townsend 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
White 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to announce that 
the Senators from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD and Mr. CONNALLY] 
and the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BRATTON] are neces .. 
sarily detained in attendance on the funeral of the late 
Representative Garrett. -

I also desire to _announce that the Senator from illinois 
[Mr. LEWIS] is detained on official business. 
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I also wish to announce that the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS] and the junior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mrs. CARAWAY] are detained by reason of illness. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I wish to announce that my colleague 
the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] is detained 
by illness. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to announce that the Sena­
tor from Iowa [Iv!r. BROOKHART] is necessarily absent by 
reason of illness. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My colleague [Mr. WHEELER] 
is absent on account of illness. _ 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-five Senators have an­
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

COMMODITY PRICES AND SILVER PRICES 
Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. :Mr. President, I ask unani­

mous consent to have printed in the RECORD an address by 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] at the Thirty-fifth 
Annual Convention of the American Mining Congress, held 
in Washington, D. C., at the Mayflower Hotel, on December 
15, 1932, on the subject of Commodity Prices and Silver 
Prices. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The address is as follows: 
I intend, as briefly as I may, to d.iscuss informally with you the 

silver problem as it affects international trade and commerce and 
particularly our export trade. The enormous loss to our mining 
industry in this country, the recession in milling operations, the 
resultant unemployment and suffering are too well known to you 
of the milling congress to require discussion. 

The world problem to-day is the commodity-price problem. 
The prosperity of industry, trade, and commerce depends upon 
the ability of people to purchase not alone the bare necessities 
of life but those things that make for comfort, enlightenment, 
high standards of living, and happiness. This purchasing power 
ultimately goes back to the price of commodities. The normal 
purchasing power that existed tn most countries prior to 1930 
has depreciated to its disastrous present level through the destruc­
tive depreciation in the price of commodities. 

The agricultural problem-and the prosperity of agriculture Is 
admitted to be the base of all prosperity-is the problem of rais­
ing commodity prices to a point where there will be a profit to 
the industry. To-day many of our chief agricultural products 
must be sold below the cost of production. The effect upon the 
purchasing power of such producers is obvious. At least one-third 
of our people are directly dependent for their purchasing power 
upon profits derived from the products of agriculture. When these 
people are unable to purchase the products of the manufacturer, 
the manufacturer is compelled to reduce his output; and as ,he re­
duces his output, he discharges labor. Labor, as a group, is ad­
mittedly second in importance as a purchaser in our domestic 
market. As labor is compelled to join the ranks of the unem­
ployed, it also joins the ranks of nonpurchasers, and thus con­
tinues the process of the necessary reduction in plant operations. 
This is a vicious and unending circle which can not and never 
wlli be terminated until the purchasing power of those engaged in 
agriculture have the price of their products raised to a level that 
will show a profit to the industry. The value of lands is de­
pendent upon the profits that may be derived from them, and 
that in turn is dependent upon the profits that may be obtained 
from the commodities raised thereon. The value of manufactur­
ing plants is determined by their earning capacity, and no plant 
operating on 15 or 20 per cent of. its normal capacity can show a 
profit. 

So when commodity prices are below the cost of a profit level, 
then property values decrease. As property values decrease, the 
power of governments to obtain money from taxation decreases, 
whether such taxes be levied against physical property or incomes. 
So the budget problem is inevitably and eternally involved in the 
price of commodities. Our real problem can never be solved until 
the prices of commodities are raised, not only above the cost of 
production but to a level that will show a profit. When plant 
operations are reduced through loss of purchasers, carloadings 
fall off, and nothing can restore such loss save the restoration of 
the purchasing power of the people within our country. So again 
I repeat that all of our problems, both governmental and indi­
vidual, are involved in the problem of commodity prices. 

There ls no overproduction as measured by the normal demands 
of our people for consumption. Production is less than it was 
prior to 1930, and yet our population has increased and the desires 
of our people for those things that they consumed prior to 1930 
are unchanged. Surplus products in practically every country of 
the world have beaten down domestic prices. These surplus prod­
ucts, restrained from their natural foreign markets, have been 
thrown back on domestic markets with a natural inevitable 
destruction of domestic prices. 

This cessation or stagnation of foreign trade may be due to 
several causes, but undoubtedly it is chiefly due to two major 
causes. Tar1tf walls erected by 41 governments of the world in the 
last few years for the purpose of protecting their own markets 

against importation from foreign countries have undoubtedly been 
a major cause in the stagnation of trade. 

The depreciation in the currencies of most of the countries of 
the world, as measured by the gold standard, has had the same 
effect as a tar1tf wall, and, in most cases, has multiplied the effect 
of tariff duty walls. Even Great Britain's currency, since she 
went off the gold-standard basis, has depreciated over 30 per cent. 
The currency of other countries has depreciated very much more. 
Great Britain to-day, in purchasing our products, must buy our 
gold exchange with her depreciated currency and then pay our 
gold-standard price for our products. She can buy much more 
of the same products in countries where currency has depreciated 
as much as has hers or to a greater extent. The pound sterling 
will purchase in Argentina or 'Russia at least 50 per cent more 
wheat than it will buy in the United States. That is because the 
money of Argentina has depreciated in value even to a greater 
extent than has the currency of Great Britain. We are similarly 
affected by similar conditions in most of the countries of the 
world. 

It seems to me inevitable that we will be isolated from world 
trade unless we lower the value as related to gold of our own 
currency or the other countries of the world formerly on the gold 
standard have their currencies restored to their normal value with 
relation to gold. We do not desire, if it may be prevented, to 
lower the standard of value of our currency. It would have a 
disrupting effect upon our economic system and upon many of 
our financial obligations and indebtedness. 

The ditllculty of other governments returning to the gold stand­
ard is obvious. What aid our Government may give them is not 
clear. The United States and France have nearly three-fourths 
of the monetary gold of the world. The problem of the redis­
tribution of this gold, in the immediate future at least, appears 
almost insurmountable, and yet those governments that have 
gone olf the gold standard can not return to the gold standard 
until the normal distribution of gold throughout the world has 
been restored. Let us for the time being, therefore, dismiss this 
problem. 

There is another money exchange problem that is destroying 
our export trade. I refer to the problem involved in the tre­
mendous depreciation of the price of silver and its consequent 
effect upon the exchange value . of the sliver money of silver­
money-using countries with our gold-standard money. Over half 
of the people of the world have no money save silver money. 
They have never used any other kind of money. To them it is 
money, good money, that maintains its par value within their 
own countries. 

Take China as an lllustration. The silver dollar, a dollar con­
tain1ng about the same amount of silver as our standard silver 
dollar, is the unit of money value in China. The fluctuation in 
the price of silver does not affect its purchasing power ma­
terially, if at all, within China. But when China seeks to purchase 
products of our country, ~>he is compelled to pay our price for 
our products and in our gold-standard money. What is the 
result? We only value the Chinese money at the price of the 
silver in the dollar, measured by the world price of silver, which, 
as you know, is uniform throughout the world. The Chinese 
silver dollar contains about seventy-eight one-hundredths of an 
ounce. The world price of sliver to-day is around 25 cents an 
ounce. So the value of the sliver in the Chinese silver dollar, 
in exchange for our currency, is worth only about 20 cents. In 
other words, the Chinese importer has to pay nearly five of his 
dollars for one of our dollars with which to purchase our pro­
ducts. He can not afford to do it, with the result that he is 
only purchasing in the United States those things that are 
actually necessary in China and which China does not produce and 
can not purchase elsewhere cheaper. 

This is not the worst of it. Gold is flowing into China to 
purchase cheap silver money with which to cultivate products 
which they once purchased in the United States and to build 
factories to manufacture those things which they once bought 
from us. 

This same condition applies to every country where the ulti­
mate purchaser must pay for our products in silver. We must 
raise the price of silver so as to raise the exchange value of silver 
money if we are to restore our exports to such countries and 
maintain our trade there. The question is: How may we do it? 
Silver has depreciated in value since 1928 from around 59 cents 
an ounce to its present low price of around 25 cents an ounce. 
Let us consider the chief cause in the depreciation of the price 
of silver. It was not due to overproduction because the produc­
tion of silver during that time has decreased from 260,970,029 
ounces throughout the world in 1929 to approximately 130,000,000 
ounces throughout the world during the first 10 months of 1932. 

While it has not been due to overproduction, it has been due to 
oversupply and a threat of unlimited oversupply. First, Great 
Britain, France, and Belgium, after the war, started debasing their 
silver coins and throwing the residue of silver on the markets of 
the world. This caused an oversupply measured by the normal 
demand for silver. 

Then, in 1928, the British Government for India commenced to 
melt up its silver rupee coins that were in the treasury and to 
dispose of the metal as bullion on the world market. The treas­
urer for India was authorized to melt up any quantity of silver 
coins and to sell them in any quantities at any time and at any 
price. The sale of this silver commenced in 1928 and has 
continued. It has not only created a tremendous oversupply, 
with all of its bear effeets, but the maintenance of the policy, 
the threat that accompanies it, and the vast supply of silver still 
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available for such purposes has almost destroyed confidence as to sultation with certain members of the Banking and Cur­
any stable value in the price of silver· This must be stopped or rency Committee and certain leaders has brought us to the 
offset. It may be stopped by an international agreement that 
governments will abandon-{)r at least suspend for a sufficient conclusion that a little delay would enable us to iron out 
period of time-the practice and policy of melting up silver coins some controversial questions in connection with the bill. 
and disposing of the metal on the world market. I! the Govern- Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that the bill (S. 4412) 
ment for India refuses to enter into such a treaty, then other 
governments may place an embargo upon the importation of silver to provide for the safer and more effective use of the assets 
from India. of Federal reserve banks and of national banking associa-

our Government may adopt an act which I have introduced to tions, to regulate interbank control, to prevent the undue 
purchase silver produced in the United States at the world market di · f f ds · t 1 t• 
price of silver and with silver certificates of the denominations versiOn ° un m o specu a Ive operations, and for other 
of $1, $5, and $10. This 1s not a new practice. It would cost purposes, be made a special order for January 5 next and 
our Government nothing. It w~ld only expand our currency that it be continued to its conclusion, except that it shall 
Issue at the present time seven or eight million dollars annually be laid aside for appropriation bills. 
In the form of these silver certificates, but it would take off the The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ObJ'ection to the re-
market of the world the silver produced in the United States, 
which, to a certain extent, would offset the dumping from India quest of the Senator from Virginia? 
of silver derived from the melting up of silver coins. If the Gov- Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I hope there will be no 
ernments of Canada, Mexico, and Australia should pursue the b · t· t th · t t 
same policy, then silver would be restored to its parity with gold 0 Jec Ion ° e unammous-consen reques proposed by 
as it exists with regard to our own silver coins in the United the Senator from Virginia. It will be a very great accom­
States. modation to him and, I am informed, meets with the ap-

The United States Government might accept, in full or partial proval of the Committee on Banking and currency. 
payment, from Great Britain and other countries, silver at an Mr ROBINSON f ka 
agreed price, possibly slightly above its world market price, in · o Ar nsas. Mr · President, I concur in 
payment of the international obligations due the United States. the suggestion of the Senator from Virginia, having dis­
This silver could be placed in the Treasury of the United states, cussed the matter with a number of Senators. There are 
part of it coined into silver dollars against which silver certifi- some other measures that may be taken up and disposed 
cates would be issued, redeemable as are our present silver . . . . . . . . 
certificates with the silver dollars, if the holders of the silver 1 o~ m the mterrm, mcludmg possibly a general appropriation 
certificates so desired. At the present market price of silver there bill. 
would be surplus bullion for every dollar's worth purchased suffi- Mr. BLAINE. Mr. President I merely wish to suggest that 
clent to coin three or more additional dollars to insure that the th · t 't · th b d d 
silver certificate issued would not depreciate below its par value. e unammous-consen. reques 1S ra . er roa an goes 
we have approximately $500,000,000 of such silver certificates now beyond the usual unammous-consent request. As I under­
in circulation. They are circulating at par. No one questions stood the Senator from Virginia, the request is to make 
their soundness. The Government of India owes the British the bill the unfinished business beginning on January 5 and 
Government, so it is reported, about $85,000,000. The Govern- t· . h t"l . . 
ment of India desires to get rid of so much of its silver, so we con mumg as sue un I disposed of, except that It would 
are informed. India could pay its debt to Great Britain and be temporarily laid aside for the consideration of appro­
Great Britain could utilf?:e this silv~r to pay its debt to the United priation bills. 
States without in any way impairing its gold reserve. This would 
exhaust the alleged excessive surplus of India, and would induce Mr. McNARY. The request made by the Senator from 
India to enter into an agreement to abandon the practice and Virginia was to make the bill a special order for January 
policy of melting up silver coins and ~osing of the metal on 5, so that if there were any unfinished business pending 
the market of t:Qe world. This would msure, for many years at it would yield and take its place only when there was no 
least, the restoration of the law of supply and demand based . . 
upon normal mine supply whi<!h has been uniform through the unfinished busmess after the 5th of January. 
ages and the normal demand which has been equally uniform. Mr. BLAINE. May I make this inquiry? The request 
If there were any fear in the minds of those who shiver when the also was that it be continued for consideration until dis-
name of silver is mentioned that there would be an oversupply . . . . 
for the United states, then our Government could place a limit posed o~ ~xcep~ to be laid aside for the consideratiOn of 
upon the quantity of silver that it would accept for such purposes. appropriatiOn bills. 

Of course, you and I. know that the _production of silve: is as Mr. McNARY. That is quite an unnecessary request. It 
uniform as the production of gold, and that from the begmning . ·t . . 
of statistics covering hundreds of years there have only been 14~ IS QUI e the procedure anyhow. We always contmue With 
ounces of silver produced to each ounce of gold. You know, a; the unfinished business until it is disposed of, although it 
I know, that the only large available supply of silver in the world may be laid aside temporarily for something deemed more 
consists of five hundred million and odd standard silver dollars important 
lying in the Treasury of the United States, against which silver · 
certificates have been issued and are in circulation. You know Mr. BLAINE. Would the request preclude a motion to 
that when the British Government for India in 1918 reqUired take up some other measure? 
200,~00,000 ounces of silver to red£>em its sll>er rup~e notes, that Mr. McNARY. It would not in my opinion A motion of 
the only place they could find a surplus supply of silver available . '. · 
was in the Treasury of the United States in the form of these same that kmd can be made at any trme. 
standard silver dollars, and we had to take them out and make Mr. BLAINE. With the understanding that the request 
them available to the British Government for India as a matter is merely to make the bill the unfinished business or a spe­
of war emergency. · I d f J 5 I h b' t• b t if ·t Even the issuance of silver certificates against the large quan- Cia or er as o a~?ary , ave no o J~ 10~; u I 
tity of si!ver which might be taken into our Treasury, through goes to the proposition that no other leg~slat10n may be 
the plan I have last suggested, would not place in circulation in considered except appropriation bills until it is disposed of, 
proportion to our gold reserves as much silver currency as was in then I would object 
circulation in 1900 with relation to our gold reserves. · 

Through international agreement silver reserves might be grad- Mr. GLASS. Of course, the matter could be displaced by 
ually established in the treasuries of various countries, not in action of the Senate at any time. 
lieu of gold reserves upon which to base the gold standa~d, but as Mr BLAINE Other than by a unanimous-consent re-
a support and relief to such gold standard. In my opinion, the · · 
easiest and the most direct relief of the economic situation quest? 
throughout the world can be brought about through a larger use Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

of I~n;~~~o~:Y~bsolutely unnecessary to attempt to fix the price. . The VICE PRESIDENT. The S~nator fro~ Connecti~ut 
I am opposed to all price-fixing schemes. I know of no case in nses for the purpose of propounding a parliamentary In­
which they h ave worked. I only seek to restore the law of supply quiry. The Senator will state it. 
and demand. Once stabilize the supply to the norm~ mine sup- Mr BINGHAM. In case the unanimous-consent request 
ply, and the normal use and the exchange value of silver money : . . . . . 
would be substantially stabilized. certainly the fiuctuation in submitted by the Senator from Vrrgiil.la IS granted, would It 
the exchange value of such silver money would not be sufficient be possible during the discussion of the banking bill to 
to interfere with credit transactions based upon the future value make a motion to take up anything except an appropriation 
of silver money. bill? 

BANKING ACT The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is of the opinion that, 
Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I desire to present a unani- because of the way the request is worded, it would not be 

mous-consent request. I think it is pretty generally agreed possible except by unanimous consent. 
on both sides of the Chamber that the banking bill should Mr. BLAINE. That is the point to which I was directing 
follow the determination of the Philippine bill, but a con- my inquiry. I object to any unanimous consent request 



1932 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 481 
that would preclude the Senate from acting under the rule 
other than by unanimous consent. 

Mr. GLASS. Then I will modify my request and ask 
merely that the bill to which I referred be made a special 
order for January 5. If the Senator from Connecticut 
thinks he can get his beer bill up in the meantime, the 
Senate will have to determine that question. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Virginia 
modifies his request and asks unanimous consent that the 
bill referred to may be made a special order for January 
5. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President of the United 

States were communicated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one 
of his secretaries. 

SENATOR FROM OKLAHOMA 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the cre­

dentials of ELMER THoMAS, chosen a Senator from the State 
of Oklahoma for the term commencing on the 4th day of 
March, 1933, which were ordered to be placed on file and 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

STATE ELECTION BOARD, 
STATE OF OKLAHOMA. 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION 

The State of Oklahoma to Whom these Presents Shall Come, 
Greeting: 
Know ye, that at a general election held throughout the State 

of Oklahoma on the 8th day of November, A. D. 1932, ELMER 
THOMAS, th~ regularly selected and legally qualified candidate 
for the omc.e of United States Senator on the Democratic ticket, 
received the highest number of votes cast at said election for said 
office, as appears from the records of the State election board 
of said State. 

This is to certify that the said ELMER THoMAs 1s the regularly 
and legally elected United States Senator of said State for a term 
of six years beginning with and from the 4th day of March, A. D. 
1933. 

In testimony whereof the State election board of the State of 
Oklahoma has caused this certificate of election to be issued by 
its secretary and its official seal to be hereunto afilxed on this the 
19th day of November, A. D. 1932, in the capital of said State. 

{SEAL.) J. WM. CORDELL, 
Secretary of the State Election Board, 

of the State of Oklahoma. 

INDIVIDUAL CLAIMS OF SIOUX INDIANS (S. DOC. NO. 152) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the Secretary of the Interior, reporting, pursuant to 
law, on claims of certain individual enrolled Indians under 
the Pine Ridge, Standing Rock, Cheyenne River, and Rose­
bud Sioux Agencies for "allotments of land and for loss of 
personal property or improvements where the claimants or 
those through whom the claims originated were not mem­
bers of any band of Indians engaged in hostilities against 
the United States at the time the losses occurred," etc., 
which, with the accompanying draft of proposed legisla­
tion, was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and 
ordered to be printed. 

CHAIN STORES (S. DOC. NO. 153) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, trans­
mitting, pursuant to Senate Resolution 224, Seventieth Con­
gress, first session, a report on short weighing and over­
weighing in chain and independent grocery stores, which, 
with the accompanying report, was referred to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary and ordered to be printed. 

DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 

from the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a list of records on the files of the Veterans' 
Administration at Washington, D. C., and in the field which 
are no longer of use in current work nor of historical value, 
and asking for action looking to their disposition, which 
was referred to a Joint Select Committee on the Disposi­
tion of Useless Papers in the Executive Departments. 

LXXVI---31 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. SMOOT and Mr. 
HARRISON members of the committee on the part of the 
Senatt. 

ARABELLA E. BODKIN V. THE UNITED STATES (S. DOC. NO. 154) 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 
from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims of the United 
States, transmitting a duplicate certified copy of the special 
finding of fact, conclusion, and memorandum by the court, 
filed March 11, 1929, in the cause of Arabella E. Bodkin v. 
The United States, which, with the accompanying paper, 
was referred to the Committee on Claims and ordered to 
be printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a letter 

in the nature of a memorial from Noel Gaines, president of 
the American Flag Movement, Frankfort, Ky., remonstrat­
ing against the ratification of the World Court protocols 
and membership of the United States in the World Court 
on the ground that such action would be without constitu­
tional authority, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a letter from C. L. Brown, 
president of the Northfield Iron Co., Northfield, Minn., sub­
mitting a plan for immediate farm and business relief, 
known as the Northfield plan, which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by a 
town-hall meeting at the Public Forum of Brooklyn Heights 
(Inc.), of Brooklyn, N.Y., opposing the repeal of the eight­
eenth amendment of the Constitution and the repeal or 
modification of the national prohibition law, which were re­
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also laid before the Senate a letter in the nature of a 
memorial from members of the Woman's Christian Tem­
perance Union of Fredonia, Kans., remonstrating against 
repeal of the eighteenth amendment of the Constitution 
and the repeal or modification of the national prohibition 
law, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also laid before the Senate memorials of sundry citizens 
of Fredonia, Kans., remonstrating against repeal of the 
eighteenth amendment of the Constitution and the repeal or 
modification of the national prohibition law, which weTe 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the 
International Association of Projectionists and Sound Engi­
neers of North America, New Orleans, La., favoring the es­
tablishment of a Federal system of unemployment insurance, 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the 
International Association of Projectionists and Sound Engi­
neers of North America, New Ol'leans, La., favoring the es­
tablishment of a commission, composed of well-known 
authorities on social reform, to investigate the so-called 
Mooney-Billings and the Scottsboro cases, as well as prison 
conditions in certain States, which were referred to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the 
International Association of Projectionists and Sound Engi­
neers of North America, New Orleans, La., favoring the rec­
ognition of the Soviet Government of Russia, which were 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the 
International Association of Projectionists and Sound Engi­
neers of North America, New Orleans, La., indorsing the 
so-called hunger march and favoring the courteous reception 
of the hunger marchers, which were referred to the Com­
mittee on Appropriations. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions adopted by the 
International Association of Projectionists and Sound Engi­
neers of North America, New Orleans, La., opposing the 
making of further expenditures for war purposes, which 
were referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

J.\.Ir. BINGHAM presented resolutions adopted at Phila­
delphia, Pa., by Filipino delegates, residents of the State of 
Pennsylvania, opposing the passage of the pending so-called 
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Hawes-Cutting Philippine independence bill, which were · 
ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. GRAMMER presented petitions of members of Fern 
Hall Methodist Episcopal Church, of Tacoma, and the Green 
Lake Methodist Episcopal Church Woman's Home Mission­
ary Society, of Seattle, in the State of Washington, praying 
for the prompt ratification of the World Court protocols, 
which were ordered to lie on the table. 

Mr. KEAN presented resolutions adopted by the New 
Jersey branch of the Railway Mail Association, favoring 
the passage of a suggested program of legislation on behalf 
of employees of the Railway Mail Service during the pres­
ent session of Congress, which were referred to the Com­
mittee on Appropriations. 

He also presented memorials, numerously signed, of sun­
dry citizens of the State of New Jersey, remonstrating 
against the repeal of the eighteenth amendment of the Con­
stitution or the modification of the national prohibition law, 
which were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. COPELAND presented petitions of the Woman's Home 
Missionary Society of the Methodist Episcopal Church of 
Amityville, and the Woman's Home Missionary Society of 
Binghampton, in the State of New York, praying for the 
prompt ratification of the World Court protocols, which 
were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented the petition of the Woman's Home 
Missionary Society of Binghamton, N. Y., praying for the 
passage of legislation providing supervision and regulation 
of the motion-picture industry, which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by members of 
Caduceus Post, No. 818, the American Legion, in the State 
of New York, opposing the immediate cash payment of the 
so-called soldiers' bonus, which were referred to the Com­
mittee on Finance. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 

Mr. VANDENBERG, from the Committee on Enrolled 
Bills, reported that on the 14th instant that committee pre­
sented to the President of the United States the enrolled 
bill <S. 3532) to authorize the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to readjust and close streets, roads, highways, 
or alleys in the District of Columbia rendered useless or 
unnecessary, and for other purposes. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani­
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. SMOOT: 
A bill <S. 5189) to amend section 1 of the act entitled 

"An act to provide books for the adult blind," approved 
March 3, 1931; to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HAYDEN: 
A bill <S. 5190) to amend the description of land de­

scribed in section 1 of the act approved February 14, 1931, 
entitled "An act to authorize the President of the United 
States to establish the Canyon De Chelly National Monu­
ment within the Navajo Indian Reservation, Ariz."; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE: 
A bill <S. 5191) granting a pension to Charlott C. Oliver 

(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen­
sions. 

By Mr. HEBERT: 
A bill <S. 5192) for the relief of Apostolis B. Cascambas; 

and 
A bill (S. 5193) for the relief of George Lancellotta; to 

the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. SWANSON: 
A bill (S. 5194) for the relief of Martha Edwards, Norfolk 

Protestant Hospital, and Dr. Julian L. Rawls; and 
A bill (S. 5195) to confer jurisdiction on the Court of 

Claims to hear and determine the claim of Mount Vernon, 
Alexandria & Washingto:p. Railway Co., a corporation; to the 

· Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. DALE: 
A bill (S. 5196) to amend an act entitled "An act to amend 

the act entitled 'An act for the retirement of employees in 
the classified civil service, and for other purposes,' approved 
May 22, 1920, and acts in amendment thereof," approved 
July 3, 1926, and May 29, 1930; to the Committee on Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 
A bill (S. 5197) to amend an act entitled "An act to regu­

late the issue and validity of passports, and for other pur­
poses," approved July 3, 1926; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. CUTTING: 
A bill (S. 5198) to amend the act entitled "An act for the 

temporary relief of water users on irrigation projects con­
structed and operated under the reclamation laws," ap­
proved April 1, 1932; to the Committee on Irrigation and 
Reclamation. 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
A bill (S. 5199) to authorize the distribution of Govern­

ment-owned cotton to the American National Red Cross and 
other organizations for relief of distress; to the Committe9 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

PROPOSED FAIR TRADE LEGISLATION 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. President, it appears that there is 
some hope that the Senate may give early consideration to 
the so-called fair trade bill, S. 97. By this measure it is 
proposed to restore to producers and distributors of trade­
marked products the liberty of contract as to resale prices, 
of which they were deprived in 1911 by a decision of the 
Supreme Court in the Doctor Miles Medical Co: case. 

At that time as a member of the Committee on Patents 
of the House of Representatives I became interested in the 
principles involved in resale price maintenance. I have 
never found any reason to change the view that I then 
adopted in accord with the dissenting opinion of Mr. Justice 
Holmes in the Miles case. It seems appropriate at this time 
to bring to the attention of the Senate an excerpt from that 
dissenting opinion which clearly states the principles in­
volved in the discussion. I quote: 

There is no statute covering the case. There is no body of 
precedent that by ineluctable logic requires the conclusion to 
which the court has come. The conclusion is reached by extend­
ing a certain conception of policy to a new sphere. On such mat­
ters we are in perilous country. I think that at least it is safe 
to say that the most enlightened judicial policy is to let people 
manage their own business in their own way unless the ground 
for interference is very clear. What, then, is the ground upon 
which we interfere in the present case? Of course, it is not in the 
interest of the producer. No one, I judge, cares for that. It 
hardly can be in the interest of subordinate vendors as there seems 
to be no particular reason for preferring them to the originator 
and first vendor of the product. Perhaps it may be assumed to be 
the interest of the consumers and the public • • • I see 
nothing to warrant my assuming that the public will not be best 
served by the company being allowed to carry out its plan. I 
can not believe that in the long run the public will profit by this 
court permitting knaves to cut reasonable prices for some ul­
terior purpose of their own, and thus to impair, if not destroy, 
the production and sale of articles which it is assumed to be de­
sirable that the public should be able to get. 

The conduct of the defendant (the price cutter} falls within a 
general prohibition of the law. It is fraudulent and has no 
merits of its own to commend it to the court. An injunction 
against . a defendant dealing in nontransferable round-trip re­
duced-rate tickets has been granted to a railroad company upon 
the general principles of the law protecting contracts and the 
demoralization of rates has been referred to as a special circum­
stance in addition to general grounds. • • • I think that the 
importance of the question and the popularity of what I deem 
mistaken notions makes it my duty to express my view in this 
dissent. (Dr. Miles Medical Co. v. Park & Sons Co., 220 U.S. 409.) 

It should be noted that in flatly stating, "There is no 
statute covering the case," Mr. Justice Holmes took direct 
issue with the majority's application of the Sherman Law. 

Another very brief and clear statement of the principle 
involved in S. 97 occurs in the decision of the New Jersey 
Court of Chancellery in the case of Ingersoll against Hahne, 
decided August 24, 1919, which I quote: 

The proofs before me demonstrate that if defendant and others 
are permitted to pursue their practice of price cutting the business 
ot complainant will be ruined, and thereby the volume of inter-
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state trade be reduced, or a method of distribution wm have to be 
adopted which will greatly increase the price t.o the consumer, 
which will necessarily result in reducing the volume of interstate 
traffic; that in either event competition will be effectively reduced. 
And to what purpose? So that retailers may make use of the 
trade name and good will established after extensive advertising to 
the extent that the public have associated with the article a 
standard value, to fool the public into a belief that because a 
standard-priced article can be sold at a cut price all other goods 
are sold similarly low priced; in other words, to defraud the public. 
(Ingersoll v. Hahne, 89 N. J. Eq. 332.) 

I desire also to call attention to a statement made in 1915 
before the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce by Mr. Justice Brandeis, at that time a member of the 
Boston bar: 

A man must start out in business some way. He has certain 
liberties guaranteed to him by the Constitution which should be 
protected by the laws of the land, and one of them is liberty of 
contract. The liberty of contract, however, guaranteed by the 
Constitution, is not absolute; it is subject to the police power 
of the Federal Government, either as applied by legislation or by 
limitation in other ways. The law has a right to step in and 
should step in so far-and only so far-as liberty of contract 1s 
used to the injury of the public. I say that the right of the 
individual to fix a resale price for his goods is consonant with the 
public interest. 

The thing the Supreme Court was passing on was not a thing 
involving legal erutlition. If the court had followed what other 
courts had said on this subject, it would have decided the other 
way. It merely exercised its judgment as to what the interests 
of the country demand and made its interpretation as to what 
Congress intended by the Sherman Act. 

The fact that the Supreme Court by a 5-to-4 decision in the 
Sanatogen case says that such a contract is in restraint of trade 
does not prove that such a business practice does actually restrain 
trade. That decision proves only that such is the law of the 
Federal courts until that court reverses its decision, or Congress, 
which has the supreme power of declaring the law in this respect, 
says otherwise. It is Congress which must ultimately determine 
questions of economic policy in matters of interstate commerce. 

The Supreme Court has the right to determine what is public 
policy in a limited number of cases as long as Congress has not 
declared what it is. The Supreme Court has, in passing upon 
this quasi legislative question, made what I respectfully subm1t ls 
an error, and if so, it is the duty of Congress to correct that error. 

The court merely expresses its opinion that such agreements 
are against public policy and that it believes Congress intended 
to prohibit them when it enacted the Sherman law. I submit 
most respectfully that this is a most erroneous supposition. 
There is nothing against the public interest in allowing me t.o 
make such an agreement with retail dealers. The public interest 
clearly demands that price standardization be permitted. 

There is no reason why five gentlemen of the Supreme Court 
should know better what pubac policy demands than five gentle­
men of the Congress. In the absence of legislation by Congress 

state of the decisions. The early Federal cases trace the principle 
to a passage in Coke on Littleton dealing with restraints on aliena­
tion. Courts, in attempting to apply these ancient principles, have 
fallen int{) hopeless confusion. Orders of the commission, issued 
under its organic act, have been upheld in some circuits and set 
aside in others on almost undistinguishable states of fact. 

"And in a recent opinion in a case before the sixth circuit court 
of appeals, namely, the Toledo Pipe Threading Machine Co. against 
the Federal Trade Commission, decided in March, 1926, Judge Deni­
son said that in his opinion, • The state of the law as to price 
maintenance may rightly be said to be in a confusion.'" 

In view of the above statements and by reference to the proposed 
bill it will be seen that substantially what is accomplished by the 
bill is to restate the principle of the common law and to restore 
liberty of contract so far as the Sherman Act interferes with that 
liberty in the special class of cases covered by the bill. 

The necessity for new legislation must be apparent. We 
have the statement of Judge Denison of the circuit court that 
the state of the law~' is in confusion" and the statement of 
the Federal Trade Commission that it "is in hopeless con­
fusion." Under these conditions it is the duty of Congress 
to act, and, in the public interest, to act quickly. 

This is a major problem. It involves a menace to the 
consuming public-the menace of concentration of control in 
merchandise distribution. It involves a threat to destroy, 
through unfair competitive methods, the business lives of at 
least a million and a half of independent merchants. 

It may surprise many that in free America we should be 
compelled to legislate in order to restore to business men 
what is and has always been an unquestioned right in all 
other leading commercial countries of the world. As has 
been shown, this necessity for legislation is not due to legis­
lative error by the Congress but to judicial application of 
the Sherman Act, and to judicial interpretations of the law, 
in a manner never intended by Congress. 

I hope an early opportunity may be provided for con­
sideration of S. 97, one of the most constructive measures 
before us. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker had 
affixed his signature to the following enrolled bills, and they 
were signed by the Vice President: 

S. 4023. An act providing for the closing of barber shops 
one day in every seven in the District of Columbia; and 

S. 4123. An act to amend the District of Columbia traffic 
acts, as amended. 

the Supreme Court expresses its idea of public policy, but in the PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE 
last analysis it is the function of the legislative branch of the 
Government to declare the public policy of the United states. The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
There are a great many rules which the Supreme Court lays down 7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to adopt 
which may afterwards be changed and are afterwards changed by a constitution and form a government for the Philippine 
legislation. It is not disrespect to the Supreme Court to do it. Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and 

The American principle is that a man has a right to do any-
thing he .pleases with the article he buys unless he has an agree- for other purposes. 
ment with the man from whom he bought it that he shall do Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, in listening to the debate 
something else. on the question of Philippine independence, I have reached 

There is no constitutional question involved. The only question the belief that all Senators are now of the opinion that a 
is, "What does the general interest of the community demand?" 

What I say 1s this: Such a restriction upon individual liberty, bill should- be passed carrying that idea into effect. The 
instead of being beneficial, is harmful, and therefore Congress in question, therefore, has been boiled down primarily to one 
its wisdom ought to correct the error. of time, or, in otheT words, what length of time should 

There are certain liberties v;e have found by experience it is elapse between the granting of independence in a bill and 
wise to curtail. But wherever you do not have to curtail liberty, its actual consummation following the passage of the bill. 
wherever the exercise of full liberty by a business man is con-
sistent with the public welfare, public policy demands that we One school of thought adheres to the opinion that the quick­
should allow him that Uberty, because freedom is . the funda- est possible time is seven years. The committee has held 
mental basis of our Government and our prosperity. the view that this is too short a period of time to make 

The object here is to restore the individual right to make a 
legitimate contract. • • • What is being asked for here is not independence effective and stable. I have a few figures, 
any privilege at all, it is a measure to restore a right commonly which it will not take me more than 10 or 15 minutes to 
enjoyed in the leading commercial States of this country, which present, which, I believe, are wholly accurate, and when 
the leading commercial countries of the world enjoy as a matter they are understood it appears to me that no Senator can 
of course, and which was abridged in respect to interstate com-
merce by certain decisions of the Supreme court. well maintain that a term of seven years is a proper period 

And finally I want to submit a brief quotation from the in which to confer complete independence upon the Filipinos. 
First of all, the Filipinos are now operating on an annual 

excellent report of the House Committee on Interstate and budget of <1:0,000,000 pesos, or about $20,000,000 a year. I 
Foreign Commerce on the fair trade bill, H. R. 11; in the find that they owe to the people of the United states, 
Seventy-first Congress: through the instrumentality of debts or bonds floated in this 

In a memorandum of the Federal Trade Commission dated De- country, $100,000,000, in round nUlllbers. 
::::~r a.!2iot~~~~ with regard to investigations made by it, it 18 Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

" The question of resale price maintenance 1s one of the most . The VIC:E! PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mary­
troublesome with which the commJ..ssion has to deal in the present land yield to the Senator from Washington? 
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Mr. TYDINGS. I should prefer to finish the statement, 1f 

the Senator will permit me to do so. 
Mr. DILL. But I want to understand correctly the Sena­

tor's statement. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Very well. 
Mr. DILL. I was shown this morning the report of the 

Department of Insular Affairs, which sets forth that the 
bonded debt of the people of the Philippine Islands is 
$66,000,000. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I am coming to that in the next sentence. 
Mr. DILL. But the Senator just said their indebtedness 

was $100,000,000. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; but the Senator did not give me a 

chance to finish my statement. The Filipinos owe $100,-
000,000, of which they have $35,000,000 in a sinking fund, 
making a net obligation of $65,000,000 now owing; in other 
words, one of the conditions of this bill is that they shall 
pay the $65,000,000 which is remaining upon their $100,-
000,000 of obligations owed to the people of the United 
States. Their total annual budget is only $20,000,000. 
In order to pay off the $65,000,000 in seven years it would 
require one-seventh of $65,000,000 or, roughly, $10,000,000 a 
year, which they would have to take out of their annual 
revenues to liquidate the debts now owing to the people of 
the United States and to be in a position to comply with the 
provisions of the bill. 

Mr. KING and Mr. BROUSSARD addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mary­

land yield; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I shall yield in a moment. If the annual 

budget of the Filipinos is predicated upon revenues of $20,-
000,000 a year, which is now the case, they will be compelled 
by this bill to take $10,000,000 of those revenues which are 
now being used for other purposes to pay off these debts to 
the United States. It occurs to me that that fact alone 
should bring to the minds of Senators the absolute impos­
sibility of the Filipinos, being in a position to comply with 
the condition. 

However, the question does not stop there; the proposi­
tion is not so limited. At this time they are exporting to 
this country about 90 per cent of their entire exports, but 
at the conclusion of the period of seven years our tariffs will 
operate against those exports. They will then be forced 
either to overcome those tariff barriers or to find markets 
in other countries for the goods which they now sell to us 
in superabundance. 

Therefore, faced with a decline of revenues as a result 
of the passage of this bill on one hand, and faced with the 
mandate to pay off the $65,000,000 worth of indebtedness on 
the other hand, with an annual budget now of only $20,000,-
000, I do not believe that any Senator will conclude that it is 
humanly possible for those people to do what it is proposed 
we shall compel them to do in order to achieve independence 
in the period of seven years. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mary­

land yield to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 
Mr. KING. Mr. President, I ask the Senator-my memory 

is not quite clear in respect to the matter-if it is not a fact 
that there is a very large fund, between twenty-five and forty 
million dollars, owned by the Filipinos and now in the 
United States, available to meet the obligations due to those 
who hold Philippine bonds? 
Mr~ TYDINGS. The Senator from Utah is correct. I 

have just stated that the total Philippine debt is $100,000,000 
and that the Filipinos have a sinking fund of $35,000,000, 
leaving $65,000,000 of the debts owing American investors 
unprovided for, and that they will be compelled under this 
bill to pay off those debts in a period of seven years, which 
would require, with interest, in round numbers, $10,000,000 
a year. Their total budget is only $20,000,000 a year, and, 
therefore, they would have to take $10,000,000 out of their 
annual revenues, 50 per cent of their annual revenues, in 
order to discharge this one condition alone; and at the same 
time they would be faced with a curtailment of the American 

market, the absolute loss of the American market, after 
seven years, and forced by necessity to look to other places 
for the sale of their products, 90 per cent of which now come 
to the United States. It is practically impossible for the 
Filipinos to achieve independence under such a set-up. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Maryland 

yield further to the Senator from Utah? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 
Mr. KING. I was going to ask the Senator if it would not 

be possible for the Philippine government, when it should 
become independent, to fund or refund its indebtedness­
assuming that the Senator is right and it must be paid in 
seven years-as other nations are doing and as t:he Govern­
ment of the United States is compelled to do? 

Mr. TYDINGS. While that would be entirely possible, I 
know the Senator is fair enough to recognize that, with the 
propaganda that has gone out, it would be very difficult, 
indeed, for the Filipino government, which is yet to become 
a government, to fund an obligation, certainly in this period 
of depression. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Maryland yield to me? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mary­
land yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; I yield gladly; but if Senators 
would let me make my presentation, I should prefer to do 
that and to yield afterwards. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Would not the Senator like to have 
his attention called to a statement with which I disagree? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. I think the statement is not well 

founded. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Very well. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. How does the Senator make the 

period seven years? 
Mr. TYDINGS. It is eight years, I think. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. It is eight years, but it will take over 

a year to adopt the constitution, and that will make nine 
years. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; but the mandate of the bill is to 
start to apply, of course, at once. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. But it will be nine years at least 
before independence will be achieved. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. Let me ask another question. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I hope the Senator will let me finish. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. If the bill does not provide for taking 

care of the obligations of the Philippines, then it should be 
amended in some proper way, but my impression is that it 
does so provide. 

Furthermore, the Senator fails to take into consideration 
the fact that they will have the right to tax the enormous 
quantity of American goods which the proponents of a long 
intervening period before independence claim are imported 
into the Philippines free of duty. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me put a few more colors on the 
canvas of this impossible picture. First of all, the Filipinos 
are exporting 95 per cent of all the hemp they produce in 
the islands, and over half of it now comes to the United 
States. They are exporting 90 per cent of all the sugar 
they raise in the islands, and practically all of it comes to 
the United States. They are exporting about 100 per cent 
of their dry copra to the United States; they are exporting 
abqut 75 per cent of their tobacco to the United States; 
they are exporting about 10 per cent of their lumber to the 
United States. Of their total exports 92 per cent comes to 
the United States-that is, of those commodities which are 
protected by our taritr act-and 48 per cent of the com­
modities upon which no tariffs are levied by the United 
States likewise come to this country. 

Senators, with a budget now of $20,000,000 with which to 
run the affairs of the Philippine Islands, confronted with 
the necessity of placing $10,000,000 a year in a sinking fund 
to liquidate the debts now owed to the American people, or 
50 per cent of their total budget, and faced, on the other 
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hand, with a complete loss in seven years of 90 per cent of 
their export market, how in the world can they get the 
money with which to operate, and how in the world can 
they arrange their affairs so that the new government will 
endure when the Philippines shall obtain independence? 

If you, Mr. President, were running a cotton mill, if you 
were running a city, if you were a governor of a State, or 
the President of this Nation, and were asked, on the one 
hand, to assume new obligations equivalent to one-half of 
all your revenues over a period of seven years, and con­
fronted, on the other hand, with a reduction of those reve­
nues, you would say the conditions were impossible. But, 
lo and behold, such a state of affairs is being enforced upon 
a country about which until recently there was much debate 
as to their ability to govern themselves. I venture to say 
that the United States Government, confronted with con­
ditions contained in this bill, to be worked out over a 
7-year period, could not endure, with all its resources, in 
the face of such obstacles as we have set up here. What 
will happen? At the end of eight years there will be a 
period of absolute stagnation in the Philippine Islands. 

British capital is invested there; Spanish capital is in­
vested there, and about-I have forgotten the amount, but I 
think about-$100,000,000 of American capital are invested 
there. What will be the result? Riots will break out, revo­
lution may happen, and then we will have to intervene and 
go over the long road again, perhaps, to Filipino inde­
pendence. There will have been placed upon the record of 
these people a blot for which they will be in no way re­
sponsible because of a condition which no government or 
group of governments could surmount, and they will be 
charged in popular opinion as being incapable of governing 
themselves because we forced them to be incapable of gov­
erning themselves. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
The VICE PRESIDEN'r. Does the Senator from Mary­

land yield to the Senator from Washington? 
Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. DILL. I want to ask the Senator why it is necessary 

to provide that the Philippine Islands shall pay their debt 
in seven years, when we gave to European countries 63 years 
in which to pay their debts? 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is a very apt question; but may I 
say to the Senator from Washington that under the com­
mittee amendment we do not compel them to pay their debts 
in seven years. 

Mr. DILL. But the Senator's argument is based upon the 
assumption that they must pay in seven years. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Because that is so under the amendment 
which was offered by the Senator from Louisiana and which 
has been adopted by the Senate. 

Mr. DILL. That amendment provided for independence in 
eight years. 

Mr. TYDINGS. But all these conditions must be fulfilled. 
Mr. DILL. I am asking the Senator why it is necessary 

that we require the new Philippine nation, that has been a 
part of our own country, to pay its full debt to the United 
States in eight years-instead of seven it is eight--

Mr. TYDINGS. It is eight. 
Mr. DILL. While we gave to European countries 63 

years after we canceled half of what they owed us. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Because after long and careful hearings 

before the Committees on Territories, both sides being rep­
resented, both the American investors, the American Gov­
ernment and the Filipino people, it was agreed to pay off 
in full the money which they owed to the investors in this 
country, namely about $65,000,000 remaining. That agree­
ment was incorporated in the bill, and such time was 
provided as would enable the Filipino people to make good 
this condition. 

Mr. DILL. Now I want to call the Senator's attention 
to ·the report of the Bureau of Insular A1Iairs for 1932. 
On page 38 I find the statement that the amount of the 
outstanding indebtedness of the Philippines is $66,000,000. 
There is nothing said here about any sinking fund at all. 

In that connection I call attention to the report of the 
Philippine delegates to the House Committee on Territories 
that the Philippines have on deposit in the United States 
$61,000,000, an amount equivalent to 15 per cent of their 
currency being protected, which would leave them about 
$50,000,000. I want an explanation of the figures. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me say to the Senator as to his first 
question that the amount of bonds floated by the Philippine 
government in the United States was, in round numbers, 
about $100,000,000. 

Mr. DILL. This report says $81,000,000. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I am going to correct that in a moment. 

There are $100,000,000 of American-owned obligations of the 
Philippine government and its political subsidiaries, all of 
which are guaranteed by the Philippine government. For 
example-

Mr. DILL. Let me say to the Senator--
Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator from Washington will not 

allow me to complete the statement. 
Mr. DILL. I want the Senator to give me his au­

thority--
Mr. TYDINGS. I am coming to it just as fast as I can. 
Mr. DILL. I want the Senator to give me his authority 

for his statement in view of the statement of the Bureau of 
Insular Affairs. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That is what I am trying to do. 
Mr. DILL. I should like to have the Senator's authority 

for the statement he is making. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Every political subdivision in the Philip­

pine Islands has its bonds guaranteed by the Philippine gov­
ernment, whereas in our country the bonds of the State of 
Maryland are not guaranteed by the Federal Government. 
In other words, the total obligations of the Philippine gov­
ernment and those guaranteed by the Philippine government 
are roughly $100,000,000. 

Mr. DILL. What is the Senator's authority for that state-
ment? 

Mr. TYDINGS. The law. That is the law. 
Mr. DILL. The law does not say" $100,000,000." 
Mr. TYDINGS. The law compels the Philippine govern­

ment to guarantee the bonds of its subsidiary or political 
subdivisions. 

Mr. DILL. If the Senator will permit me to read to him 
from the annual report of the War Department Bureau of 
Insular Affairs, I will do so. 

Mr. TYDINGS. That deals only with the national obliga­
tions. 

Mr. DILL. Let me read what it says: 
The following statement shows the bonded indebtedness of the 

Philippine Islands and of its Provinces and municipalities. 

What else is there in the Philippine Islands that is guar­
anteed besides the Provinces and the municipalities? Then 
the figures I have quoted are set out--$81,000,000 of bonds 
having been issued and $66,000,000 still outstanding. 

That is the authority I quote. What authority does the 
Senator quote to override that? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I have not it available right here, and of 
course I can not recall; but, even assuming that the Sena­
tor's figures are right and mine are wrong, by turning to 
the next page he will see that the amount of the sinking 
fund is only $21,000,000, which would leave~ roughly, $60,­
ooo,ooo still outstanding. 

Mr. DILL. No; $60,000,000 with $20,000,000 off would 
be $46,000,000. 

Mr. TYDINGS. No; the Senator must take that off the 
$80,000,000. 

Mr. DILL. No; the amount outstanding, unpaid, is $66,­
ooo,ooo, as shown on page 38. 

Mr. TYDINGS. No; the Senator will find that $81,000,000, 
in the first column, is the amount of bonds issued. 

Mr. DILL. Yes; and $66,000,000 unpaid outstanding. 
Mr. TYDINGS. That is what I am saying. The sinking 

fund, subtracted from the amount outstanding, leaves $66,-
000,000 still owing. 

Mr. DILL. Nothing is said about a sinking fund here. 



486 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE DECEMBER 15 
Mr. TYDINGS. If the Senator win turn to page 40, the 

following page, he will see the sinking fund set out in 
detail. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President--
Mr. DilL. Before I leave that, I want to know what the 

Senator has to say about the $50,000,000 on deposit in Gov­
ernment depositories of the United States, over and above 
the requirement of 15 per cent of the circulation? 

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator must realize that the Fili­
pinos have their own money. 

Mr. DILL. But the Senator is talking about their ability 
to pay, and I want to get this clear. The Senator was 
wrong $40,000,000 on the amount of indebtedness. I want 
to see whether he is correct in his other statement that 
there is not any money to pa.y it except the revenue. 

Mr. TYDINGS. No; the Senator from Washington was 
wrong. Assume that there were $40,000,000 of indebted­
ness: As a matter of fact, there is $66,000,000, which the 
Senator will ascertain by subtracting the sinking fund from 
the very amount of bonds which he himself mentioned. 

Mr. DILL. I only have the report to which I have re­
ferred. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FEss in the chair). 

Does the Senator from Maryland yield to the Senator from 
Nevada? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. PITTMAN. I simply desire to call attention to the 

fact that the Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL] has 
either failed to notice the word "net" there, or, if the word 
"net" does not appear there, it does appear in the Com­
merce Reports. 

In the Commerce Reports on the indebtedness of the Phil­
ippine Islands as of December 31, 1930-I think those were 
the last :figures-

Mr. DilL. This is June 30, 1932, I may say to the 
Senator. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I am only calling attention to the lan­
guage in the Commerce Reports. The total net bonded in­
debtedness as of December 31, 1930, was $60,468,000. The 
sinking fund was $32,000,000. When we add the $32,000,000 
to the $60,000,000 we have the gross bonded indebtedness as 
of 1930, but we have the net amount when we subtract the 
money they have on hand to pay; so there is very little 
difference between the Senator from Maryland and the Sen­
ator from Washington. 

Mr. DilL. I call the Senator's attention to the fact that 
this report is two years later than his report. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; but if it uses the word" net," then 
by taking that out of the sinking fund, by subtracting it 
from the gross, we arrive at the net amount. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let us assume that either one of these 
sets of figures is the accurate one. The point I want to 
make is that there are roughly sixty-five or sixty-six million 
dollars which, according. to the terms of this bill, must be 
paid off by the Philippine government before independence 
can be accomplished. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 
Mr. TYDINGS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. BLACK. I desire to ask the Senator a question on 

that line. 
I am very much interested in the Senator's statement that 

under the terms of this bill the Filipinos are compelled to 
pay this indebtedness in order to obtain independence. I 
am against that feature of the bill. I should, therefore, like 
to have a direct reference to it so that at the proper time I 
can offer an amendment to strike it out. 

I am still in favor of giving a period not of seven years but 
of five years; and the mere fact that the bill provides that 
they must make this payment within that time, in my judg­
ment, is not an argument against quicker independence but 
is an argument for taking it out. Therefore, I wanted to get 
a reference to it so that I might ask to strike it out. 

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator's observation is a very fair 
one. May I say to him that there were many members of 

the committee who likewise felt as the Senator feels; and 
the reason why that provision was put in the bill was that 
the Filipino people wanted, as a matter of complete inde­
pendence, to put themselves in a completely liquid position 
to the mother country, so to speak; and they themselves 
advocated writing in this provision, asking only that suffi­
cient time be given to them to make the independence of 
the Philippines complete. As all of their obligations were 
floated in the United States, they felt that they were in 
the nature of advances to the people of the Philippines, 
notwithstanding they came from our citizens here rather 
than from our Government; and in order to show that they 
appreciated all the help that it generously extended to them, 
had taken it up and had paid it off and put themselves in 
a completely independent position, they acquiesced in this 
proposition. That is the reason why it is in the bill. 

May I say to the Senator that, just and generous as 
his observation is, the committee did not put the provision 
there over the protest of the representatives of the Philip­
pines themselves, but they put it there with their consent. 
If the committee had not had their consent, the provision 
would not have been in the bill. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, as one member of the 
committee who assisted in the preparation of this provision 
that during the 5-year step-up in tariff the Philippines shall 
have a right to put an export duty on certain exports to the 
United States, I desire to say that the reason I voted for it 
in the beginning may have been different from the reasons 
of others, but, at any rate, it was this: 

The Philippines are not permitted at the present time to 
raise any revenue through tariffs, and under existing law 
they will not be permitted to raise any revenues through 
tariffs until they are independent. When they get inde­
pendence they will have no revenues with which to meet 
the payment of outside debts unless a sinking fund of suffi­
cient amount is provided. They have a tariff as against 
importations from other countries than the United States, 
but when we realize that the imports into the islands are 
nearly all from the United States we can see that that 
revenue is very small. 

If we should give the Philippines the right to change 
their tariff laws-that is, to lower their tariff walls as 
against other countries, and to place them against us-they 
would be raising a revenue during the period of time before 
they are freed; but we could not help but look with fear 
upon a government being freed after a period of eight 
years, and during that time being restricted in their power 
to raise revenue to meet their foreign obligations; and there 
is no law providing for that. 

Consequently, there were two reasons for a tariff step-up 
as Senators know. One was to let the people of the 
Philippines get used to a tariff. The other was a. more 
important reason, as far as I am concerned, and that was 
to give them some way of raising revenues from customs 
duties before they were thrown against the world's tariffs. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen­
ator from Nevada before the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
DILL] leaves the floor? I was about to make an answer to 
one ot his questions, but was not certain, and since I have 
had a little opportunity to look up the matter I have secured 
the information. 

The amount of money which is on deposit in the United 
States-! think it is around $50,000,000--

Mr. DILL. This report says it is $61,000,000. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Whatever it is, that money was put here 

in pursuance of a law of Congress which compels the 
Philippines to put a guaranty fund back of their currency 
before they can issue it. 

Mr. DILL. But only 15 per cent of their circulating 
medium is requiTed. They have only $54,000,000 circulating, 
so that would take only about $8,000,000. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I am not in position to answer the Sen­
ator fully; but I can say, and I think it is substantially 
accurate, that that entire sum of money in one form or 
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another is deposited in this country as a result of tbe 
requirements of acts of Congress requiring the Philippines 
to have deposits here against which they may issue currency. 

Mr. DilL. I do not know about other acts. but I know 
they are required to keep IS per cent of their circulating 
medium on deposit here. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Maybe they keep a larger amount. 
Mr. DilL. They have $54,000,000 in circulation, so that 

15 per cent of that would be about $a,000,600. 
Mr. TYDINGS. We have the same situation here. We 

are required to have a 40 per cent gold reserve. and we have 
70 per cent. 

Mr. DILL. Then there would be $53,000,000 excess in this 
country that could be considered in connection with the 
bonded indebtedness we have been talking about 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
now? 

Mr. TYDINGS. Let me finish. I am getting away off on 
these other matters. All that I really rose to call to the 
attention of the Senate was this: 

There is no government possible, white or black, Anglo­
Saxon or Malay, that can discharge the provisions of this 
bill in seven years. It can not be done; and if we compel the 
Philippine government to do it, in my humble opinion at 
the end of seven years we will find chaos in the Philippine 
Islands, necessitating the landing . of troops there by the 
interested parties where there is capital invested, and we 
will walk this long road all over again. More than that, it 
may be the spark that will touch off the powder magazine 
in the east; and we ought not to walk into that situation 
without giving ample time to prevent it, if possible. 

Mr. BROUSSARD and Mr. LONG addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 

Maryland yield; and if so, to whom? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield first to the senior Senator from 

Louisiana. Then I will yield to the junior Senator. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. First of all, Mr. President, the bill 

provides for a period of 8 years, and it will take fully 2 years 
to adopt a constitution, so it is really a total of 10 years 
hence. 

Referring to the question propounded by the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. BLACK], I wish to refer him and the Senator 
from Maryland to subdivision (g) on page 22 of the bill, 
which says: 

The debts, liabilities, and obligations of the present Philippine 
government, its Provinces, municipalities, and instrumentalities, 
valid and subsisting at the time of the adoption of the constitu­
tion, shall be assumed and paid by the new government. 

How does the Senator arrive at the conclusion that this 
bill requires them to pay in seven years? 

Mr. TYDINGS. The bill says these debts shall be paid by 
the new government, and the new government will certainly 
be in being. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. It says they shall be" assumed." 
Mr. TYDINGS. Assumed, of course. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. The indebtedness is to be" assumed," 

not" paid." 
Mr. TYDINGS. Oh, no; the condition there is that it shall 

be paid. That was the understanding of the committee, 
whatever the language is. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. The language of the committee is, 
" shall be assumed.', 

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not wish to be diverted, Mr. Presi­
dent. 

Not alone have we that condition, which is only one of the 
factors in this whole situation, but how in the name of com­
mon sense this country is going to find a market for its 
goods I should like some one to explain. If we put the tariff 
on sugar as we now have it, the cost of the freight and the 
tariff is more than the price of the sugar now; and therefore 
they could not ship sugar into this country, which at once 
strikes at their very largest field of exports. In seven years 
they will be compelled to displace this entire market and 
find a new market, or they will have all these fields produc­
ing sugar and no place beneath the heaven in which they 
can sell it. 

Then there are other factors: First of all, the Philippines 
purchase, may I say, one-third of all the cotton textiles 
which we export from this country. They are a large buyer 
of many other kinds of our production, machinery particu­
larly. As we say good-by to this relationship, are we going 
to slap them in the face and undo in a bill what was accom­
plished by the expenditure of the treasure, the blood, the 
sacrifice, the guidance, and the helpfulness and the good 
will which we have extended and built up over a period of 
30 years? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. I was likewise troubled, upon 

a study of this bill, in an effort to discern any provision in it 
which required these debts to be paid within the period of 
seven years. It is true that there is an obligation that the 
new government shall assume all liabilities of the existing 
government of the Philippines~ but that is always the case 
when one government succeeds another and never implies 
an immediate payment. When the Constitution of the 
United States was adopted, there was provision that the new 
government should assume all debts and obligations of the 
Confederation, but that did not mean that the United States 
was to pay those debts before the Constitution went into 
force and effect. When a new State is admitted into the 
Union, it is always provided that the State shall assume all 
liabilities of the Territorial government, but, of course, that 
does not mean that they must be immediately paid. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Yes; but the Senator leaves out the very 
important fact that by act of Congress these Filipino bonds 
were made negotiable for bank notes in the United States, 
and consequently I, as a holder of one of the bonds, bought 
it with the knowledge that the Federal Government of this 
country had given it a certain standing in a financial way. 
If these debts are assumed by the Filipino government, that 
stability is lacking in the new bonds, and I, as a bondholder, 
would refuse to surrender my old bonds. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That may be; but no provision 
has been made for that situation by the bill here. All that 
is provided by the bill is that the new government of the 
Philippine Islands shall assume all obligations of the present 
Philippine Government. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Obviously no bondholder is going to 
surrender his bond until he gets one as good as the one 
he now holds. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That may be; but it has not 
been provided that he shall or that he shall not. All that 
is provided in the bill is that the new government shall 
assume all those obligations. 

Mr. TYDINGS. How would the new government be able 
to assume them without payfug them off? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana.. If I assume an obligation for 
some one else, I do not necessarily pay it off; I simply be­
come obligated to pay it otr. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not follow the Senator, because in 
this case the United States Government itself has under­
written these bonds. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The point I am making is 
that the bill does not provide for the payment of the bonds 
within the period of seven years. 

Mr. CUTTING. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mary­

land yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 
Mr. TYDINGS. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico, 

who knows more about that point than I do. 
Mr. CUTTING. I call to the attention of the Senator 

from Montana the fact that on top of page 31 of the unoffi­
cial print he will find that all funds received from the 
export taxes shall be placed in a sinking fund and applied 
" to the payment of the principal and interest on the 
bonded indebtedness of the Philippine Islands, its Provinces, 
municipalities, and instrumentalities, until such indebted­
ness has been fully discharged." 

It has been figured out that this fund will be quite :mffi­
cient to discharge the indebtedness of the Philippine gov-
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ernment some time before the expiration of the term pro­
vided in the bill. If the Senator from Maryland will yield 
to me for a moment further, I should like to say that the 
point of paying the bonds was not primarily to assist the 
bondholders but was primarily to start the Philippine 
Islands Republic with a clean slate so far as indebtedness 
was concerned. 

In the second place, the payment of these bonds has been 
repeatedly stated to be a moral obligation of our Govern­
ment. It was so stated by Secretary Knox, and by other 
Government officials. The bonds have had a privileged 
status at all times. If that is a moral obligation on the 
Government of the United States, it seems to me that that 
obligation must be fulfilled before we give the Philippines 
independence, rather than afterwards, because we can not 
have a moral obligation which we are totally unable to 
carry out. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, let me remark 
that that might be a good reason why the bill should so 
provide, but the question now presented is, Does it so pro­
vide? 

Mr. CUTTING. Yes, Mr. President; under the provision 
which I read, I think the language is adequate. 

1\Ir. TYDINGS. Mr. President, while the Senators are 
looking that point up, if I may be allowed to go on, I will 
take only five more minutes, and then I will have finished. 

May I say that, over and above the question of Filipino 
independence, there is another question which has received 
all too scant attention here, and that is the question of the 
effect of Filipino independence in the Far East, where al­
ready there is a great deal of trouble brewing. 

We know what has recently happened in Manchuria. We 
realize what has happened in India, and is happening there. 
Therefore, to throw in another spark of disorganization, to 
permit a situation in the Philippine Islands to come into 
being which would weaken the stability and the law and 
order of that country is something which, in my judgment, 
is one of the very major factors in this whole situation. 
Therefore, if a period of seven or eight years may precipi­
tate that ·lack of stability, is it not better, in the interest of 
world comity and peace and good will, and in the interest 
of order in the Orient, that we should add two or three years, 
and make sure that this young nation, just starting on the 
pathway of nationhood, will be strong enough to walk on 
its international legs, before we let go of its hand for the 
last time? Can we afford to gamble with the 7-year period, 
even if the 7-year period is enough, so long as there is a 
reasonable question about that being a sufficient length of 
time? 

In my judgment, we should make sure, above every other 
thing, that when we say good-by to the Philippine Islands, 
that they are in a position to maintain themselves; and to 
turn them loose without feeling that assurance would be 
the most ungrateful act we could possibly perform, in view 
of their long and splendid advancement during the past 30 
years, upon which record there has been no blot whatso­
ever. 

If the provisions of this bill are not carried out, through 
lack of time, I want to say now that disorder, chaos, unem­
ployment, rioting, and perhaps revolution, will break out 
in the Philippine Islands, and when that happens, we will 
feel that we were somewhat responsible for it, that we did 
not treat this nation fairly. There will be advocates of 
new intervention. Other countries may want to intervene. 
We may be compelled to intervene, and when we do, we will 
bring down upon ourselves consequences which we should 
strive in every way to avoid. 

Now is the time to prepare against that contingency, not 
when it happens. I respectfully submit again, in conclu­
sion, that to compel this nation, as I supposed the bill did, 
and certainly it was our intention that it should do, to pay 
off these $66,000,000 worth of obligations to citizens of this 
country in a period of eight years, with a national income 
at the moment of only $20,000,000 a year, which is all the 
Filipino people have, and to take nearly aJl their export 

trade away from them at the end of eight years, without 
giving them new trade in place of it, is to invite the most 
serious consequences. 

I therefore entreat the Senate to reconsider the short 
period of time which we wrote into the bill a few days ago, 
to vote for the motion to reconsider, so that we can bring 
other amendments before the Senate, perhaps not giving 
the length of time originally set forth in the bill, perhaps a 
shorter length of time, but sufficient time, in any event, so 
that we may conclude our arrangements with the Filipino 
people without having been dishonorable or ungrateful, and 
with no lack of that friendship toward them about which 
we frequently beat our breasts, and to which we have 
pointed with such pride and justification in our past deal­
ings with those people. 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I want to compliment the 
sponsors of the pending bill for the fair way in which they 
studied the bill. They were open to suggestions, they studied 
all the points, and they brought in what I believe to be a 
just and fair bill. 

The statements of nearly all the Presidents in regard to 
the Philippines have been put into the RECORD, but I can not 
find that the remarks of my friend the distinguished Sen­
ator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] in regard to that sub­
ject have been inserted. 

We have obligations in the Ph111ppines, and they must be ob­
served. We can not afford, guardian as we are of the Ph111ppine 
people, t6 alter our revenue laws in such a policy as will destroy 
the industries of the islands. Whatever is done toward their 
independence must be done sanely and with the idea of giving 
them every opportunity and time to adjust their fiscal policies 
to meet our altered policy. 

That was the stand which the committee took. Of course, 
there has been a very strong lobby against this bill. I hold 
in my hand a newspaper advertisement of last Sunday 
signed "A Cuban Taxpayer." The idea is that if we shut 
out sugar from the Philippines, then there would be more 
opportunity for Cuban sugar to come in. 

Mr. President, we have no quarrel with the Cuban tax­
payer. We all feel for any taxpayer; we are having a hard 
enough time in our own country paying taxes. When one 
considers how the committee tried to be fair to all; that 
only 12 per cent of the sugar used in this country comes 
from the Philippines; that only 20 per cent is grown in our 
own country; that 24 per cent comes from our other is­
lands--44 per cent from Cuba--when we consider that 12 
per cent comes, as it does, when the cane sugar and the 
beet sugar are not being marketed; when we consider that 
we have a trade of $80,000,000 or $90,000,000 with the 
Philippines, and how many thousand people are working 
whose products are going to the Philippines, and when we 
have a surplus of cotton and grain, why do we want to 
destroy part of the market for them? Do we not want more 
customers? Mr. President, I think we will make a great 
mistake, if we do not adopt the policy of the bill which has 
been so carefully studied and prepared and brought before 
us by the committee. 

Emerson has said: "Be an opener of doors to those who 
come after you." 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, preliminary to what I 
have to say I ask that an editorial appearing in this morn­
ing's New York Herald Tribune be read from the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the clerk will read, as requested. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
[From the New York Herald Tribune, Thursday, December 15, 1932) 

"THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE SENATE., 

Unpleasant and humiliating as the spectacle is which the Phil­
ippine discussion is making of the Senate, the show descended 
yesterday to a bungle that the public can afford to welcome as 
"comic relief." In the anxiety that all hands arc showing to do 
their worst by the Filipinos, a misguided sugar lobby amendment 
to the Hawes-Cutting bill was adopted, by a vote of 42 to 38, which 
not only reduced the trial period from 15 or more years to 8 but 
which eliminated the plebiscite provision from the Hawes-Cutting 
formula. Thus amended, the bill provided for the speedy ruin 
of the island sugar, cordage, and oil industries and for the 
unconditional alienation of the Philippines as well, without fur-
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ther reference to the Filipinos. This was decidedly upsetting to 
tl'.<e senatorial 1Iluminat1, who, like the ancient augurs, are in the 
habit of laughing tn one another's face. 

The amendment was no sooner passed than a number of those 
who had voted for it without reading tt; because it was introduced 
by the Louisiana Senator who has confessed himself closest to the 
Cuban sugar interest, learned from Senator Hawes that " this vote 
absolutely k1Ils the philosophy of the Senate." The careless inno­
cents were naturally aghast. A sin against " the philosophy of the 
Senate " is an outrage which, it appears, the hardest old solon 
shudders to contemplate. It is like blowing out the vestal fire. 
At any :rate, public contrition and confession came as swift sequels 
to the terrible Hawes indictment. Senator BULow spoke for the 
delinquents. Alas, they had voted for they knew not what! Faith 
ill-placed had moved them; and, in the name of that all-but­
unmentionable entity, "the Senate's philosophy," they humbly 
besought from their colleagues a chance to recant. 

What Senator HAWES meant by 'Lphilosophy" was, of course, 
"conspiracy." His reference was to the understanding that exists 
within the ranks of the senatorial cognoscenti that the Ph111ppine 
bill must be so tragically ruinous to the islands that the Filipinos 
themselves wm, 15 or 20 years henc~ (by virtue of the plebiscite 
clause), reject independence; but that it will, in the meantime, 
establish a precedent of prohibitive and ruinous tariffs against 
Philippine industries which no American Congress will dare to 
violate. The attitude toward the Filipino of those who subscribe 
to this esoteric " philosophy " is " heads I win, tails you lose." To 
those who do not believe in the alienation of the islands the proph­
ets of thY! "philosophy " give positive assurance that the Fili­
pinos will, in the last instance, be so wretched economically that 
they wm reject all thought of independence. To the lobbies they 
say that whether the Filipinos elect to stay with us or cut adrift, 
the Hawes-Cutting bill provides, meanwhile, for their lasting 
industrial alienation. 

This is the "philosophy of the Senate," against which a number 
of those who assumed that the Cuban sugar lobby could not be 
wrong found, at a late hour yesterday, that Senator BROUSSARD's 
amendment was a clumsy and deplorable heresy. To-day's efforts 
to recover from this gaucherie will be worth watching. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, after what happened 
yesterday, no Senator can be accused of talking too much. 
Certainly, that was a field day of oratory. 

The matter before us is so tremendously important that it 
is to be hoped the Senate will pass a bill which will be as 
harmless as possible to the Philippine people. Personally I 
can not understand how anybody in these troublous times 
could think of throwing another stone into the turbulent 
pool of world-wide distress. To turn the Filipinos loose at 
this particular time of economic trouble would be fatal to 
their ambition. It might even embroil the world in anoth€r 
disturbance, as suggested by the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGs] a few moments ago. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New 

York yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. Does the Senator think if there is any 

possibility of trouble in the Orient that we should have a 
plebiscite 18 or 20 years from now and in the meantime 
delegate a certain sovereignty to a new government in the 
Philippine Islands without knowing whether or not it will 
be able to carry on? 

Mr. COPELAND. I can hardly bring myself to give seri­
ous consideration to any feature of the pending bills. All of 
them are repulsive to me because they are violative -of the 
Constitution, which we have sworn to support. I can hardly 
bring myself to discuss their provisions. 

Yesterday on two occasions when the roll was called I 
voted" present." That action does not indicate that I have 
no conviction regarding what " philosophy " should prevail. 
But I am so convinced that the whole system-the entire 
proposal-is wrong, is unconstitutional, is unlawful, that 
I could not bring myself to vote either way upon amend­
ments to the measures here presented. When it comes to 
the final passage of the bill, I shall vote against it. 

I am not deluding myself at all as to what will happen. I 
realize fully that I stand practically alone in the position I 
have taken in this matter. But the position I assume is 
founded on the profound conviction that we can not alienate 
sovereignty to the Philippines without consent of the sover­
eign people. 

As I have pointed out time and again, sovereignty is not in 
the Congress. Sovereignty is in the people. It is a.n ele­
mentary and fundamental thing to say that the Congress 

has no more power than has been delegated to it by the 
people. But of all the powers which have been so delegated, 
as I see it, the power to alienate sovereignty over any one of 
our possessions has not been given to Congress. 

Regardless of what may be the ultimate decision of the 
Senate, I am gratified to find in my mail a mnnber of letters 
and also a number of telegrams from distinguished attorneys 
of this country commending me for my stand and stating 
that the study which they have made of the problem has 
convinced them that the position I am taking here is a 
sound one. For the first time in my life I regret that I am 
not a lawyer. I do not think I ever before had such a regret 
and I do not intend to let it trouble me very long. But if 
I had had the advantage of a legal training and had law 
degrees that were real instead of honorary more attention 
would be given to the statements which I have made and 
some which I intend to make to-day. 

There is no public question which has presented itself in 
the 10 years since I have been in the Senate which has 
commanded so much of my time, devoted attention, and 
serious study as this one. If the opinions I venture to ex­
press were casual ones, were mere curbstone opinions, I would 
not take them very seriously myself. But having read every­
thing I can find on the subject and studied the opinions of 
distinguished judges, I am satisfied that there is no power 
now held by the Congress of the United States which wou d 
justify the alienation of sovereignty and the disposition of 
the Philippine Islands. 

I am amazed that any group of Filipinos would have en­
thusiasm for any one of the measures presented here. I 
hope that ultimately, by legal and constitutional action, the 
Filipinos may have their liberty. I want them to have full 
freedom when they are ready for it. But when they do have 
it I want it to be without blot. 

In this connection I want to say another thing. For years 
it has been the practice of my party, the Democratic Party, 
to include in its platform a declaration in favor of im­
mediate independence for the Filipinos. If any matter dealt 
with by the platform of my party had to do merely with a 
policy and was in no way associated with a constitutional 
inhibition, I would be for it, of course. I am just as much 
for liberty for the Filipinos as any Democrat who ever lived. 
But when that freedom comes I want it to be honest free­
dom, a possession given to them from the heart and in 
accordance with the Constitution of our common country. 

I do not want action taken here, either, and I would not 
be disposed to be for it even if it were a constitutional thing, 
if that action were founded upon selfishness and sordidness. 
No honest man believes that these bills arise from any senti­
ment in American hearts stimulated by a desire to give free­
dom for freedom's sake. 

Every honest man knows that the motives back of these 
bills have to do with sugar and cotton and copra and other 
products, as well as labor. The pending bill would not be 
l.ere and would not be considered for five minutes if the one 
question of independence, divorced entirely from selfishness, 
were the impelling force back of it; and every man and 
woman within the sound of my voice, if informed on this 
subject, knows that I speak the full truth. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
New York yield to me? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. BROUSSARD. I think we might reverse that picture 

and say that the only reason why the American people have 
not carried out their pledge to give the Filipinos their inde­
pendence bas been the selfishness of those who enjoy the 
Philippine market without the imposition of duties against 
their goods. They seek now to perpetuate that situation, 
because in that case the subsidies which the people of the 
Philippines receive are paid by the farming element of this 
country, and the manufacturing interests of the Nation are 
opposed to paying their share of it from now on. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I do not care what selfish 
interest dl:ives a man either to be for or agains1;. these meas-
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ures. So far as I am personally concerned, I am against 
all of them, because no one of them is properly here. Every 
one of them is violative of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, the only reason I rose to-day was because 
in reading over the debates which have taken place I found 
that in my own argument I left certain loose ends which, 
in justice to myself, I feel it necessary to take up to-day. I 
am expecting no reward from my contemporaries for the 
position I take; I am seeking the verdict of posterity, Mr. 
President. 

What I am saying here I hope will be helpful to the Su­
preme Court of the United States when it comes to pass 
upon this question. There are those who say that it can 
never reach the Supreme Court because it is a " political 
question" and that that body will not pass upon it. I am 
not so sure about that. In my judgment, the day will come 
when the able, prominent, and distinguished jurists of the 
Supreme Court will pass upon this question; and, Mr. Presi­
dent, if I can marshal any facts and references which will 
be helpful to that body when the time comes, I shall feel 
well rewarded for the trouble I have taken. 

In a colloquy the other day with the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. BoRAH] I find that I slurred over somewhat and failed 

-to make a fully responsive answer to his question. He asked 
me about a statement made by Mr. Justice Fisher, formerly 
of the Philippine Supreme Court, a statement which is 
included in his booklet on the constitutional power of Con­
gress to withdraw the sovereignty of the United States over 
the Philippine Islands. It has been printed several times 
in the RECORD and was reprinted last Thursday. in a speech 
of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. HAwEs]. which he then 
had inserted in the R~coan. In this booklet of Mr. Justice 
Fisher he says this: 

The essentially temporary nature of the control of the United 
States over the Philippine Islands has repeatedly been affirmed by 
our Presidents and by the national legislative bodies. The Sen­
ate, when advising the ratification of the treaty of Paris, ex­
pressly declared that it was not intended by approval of the ces­
sion of the Philippines by Spain to " incorporate the inhabitants 
of the Philippine Islands into citizenship of the United States, 
nor • • • to permanently annex said Islands as an integral 
part of the United States; but • • • in due time to make 
such disposition of said Islands as will best promote the interests 
of the citizens of the United States and the inhabitants of said 
Islands." 

I have discussed the pending matter with those who are 
inclined to disagree with the position I take because of a 
different conclusion they have reached. I find that some of 
them point out that at the time the treaty was pending in 
the Senate, in the early part of 1899, the newspapers of the 
country gave the public the impression that the treaty was 
being ratified, with an understanding that it really did not 
mean what it said. It is true that the newspapers at the 
time had much to say on the subject. I recall distinctly the 
debates which were reported in the public press and the 
arguments which were made. I have told the Senate before 
that one nf the first matters that ever attracted my atten­
tion, so far as public affairs are concerned, was the Spanish­
American War, and that my own effort, as a young man, 
was directed toward creating a sentiment in my State, urg­
ing that the people call upon President McKinley to inter­
vene in Cuba. So, after the intervention and after the suc­
cessful war, it was natural that I should follow in the press, 
as I did, the debates which took place here and the discus­
sions printed in the newspapers. 

Col. William Jennings Bryan was the leader of thought in 
our country against imperialism. He was indeed an anti­
imperialist. He felt it was a dreadful thing that the United 
States should be in the colonial business. He said we were 
becoming an imperialistic country. He did not have much 
regard for Britain, and he thought th3.t we were becoming 
too English in embracing the idea of having colonies and 
possessions across the sea. 

There is no question, Mr. President, that the newspapers 
carried the _ idea to the public that there was no real intent 
on the part of the framers and signers of the treaty of Paris, 
and no intention upon the part of the President and the 

Senate to agree to an instrument which did not contain a 
reservation, secret or otherwise. I concede that. In the 
next place it is true that there was debate in the Senate, and 
a very considerable group of Senators held to the belief that 
the Senate should declare that there was no intention to 
incorporate the Philippines and Puerto Rico into our posses­
sions. This group offered no hope whatever that statehood 
would ever be conferred upon any of this territory. 

But, Mr. President, Mr. Justice Fisher in his book gives an 
utterly false impression as to what was done here in the 
Senate. He says-and I quote it again-

The Senate, when advising the ratification of the treaty of Paris, 
expressly declared that it was not intended • • • to " incor­
porate the inhabitants of the Ph111ppine Islands into citizenship of 
the United States." 

What are the facts? 
Several times during the debate in the Senate immediately 

preceding the presentation of the treaty for ratification res­
olutions were presented seeking to limit the effect of the 
cession. It was declared that there should be no incorpora­
tion into American citizenship of the inhabitants of the 
Philippine Islands. 

On the 4th of February, 1899, the following occurred in 
the Senate. I read from the RECORD of the Fifty-fifth Con­
gress, third session, volume 32, part 2, page 1445: 

Mr. ALLEN. I submit a resolution, which I ask may be read. 
The resolution was read, as follows: 
"Resolved, That the Senate of the United States, in ratifying 

and confirming the treaty of Paris, does not commit itself or the 
Government to the doctrine that the islands acquired by virtue 
of the war with Spain are to be annexed to or become a part of 
the United States, and that the difference in the language of said 
treaty as respects the island of Cuba and Its inhabitants shalJ 
not be construed or be held to be a difference in effect, but that 
it is the intention and purpose of the Senate in ratifying said 
treaty to place the inhabitants of the Philippine Islands and 
Porto Rico In exactly the same position as respects their rela­
tions to the United States as are the inhabitants of Cuba." 

That _resolution, as I said, was presented on the 4th of 
February. Later in the same day it was laid before the 
Senate and discussed, chiefly by Mr. Chilton and Mr. 
Wolcott. The latter made a very vigorous statement re­
garding the pending treaty; and -I want to read just a few 
words from his speech. What I shall read is found on page 
1450 of the RECORD of February 4, the second paragraph 
from the bottom, second column. 

This is what he said: 
Bar England, there ts not a country in Europe that ts not 

hostile to us. 

Things have not changed any, have they, Mr. President? 
They are about the same now. 

Bar England., there is not a country in Europe that 1s not 
hostile to us. 

Then, referring to the late war with Spain-the Spanish 
War-he goes on: 

During all this war they stood in sullen hate, hoping for our 
defeat and that disaster might come to us; and to-day they wait 
with eager and rapacious gaze, hoping that some event may yet 
prevent our reaping the fruits of the treaty which has been agreed 
upon by the commissioners of the two countries. Yet, while this 
critical condition of affairs exists, it has become evident within 
the last few days that certain polltical leaders in thts Chamber 
believe that a new issue should be brought before the American 
people to be determined at the next presidential election. They 
intend that the American people shall be called to pass on the 
questions arising out of the war, and that thts shall be the issue 
of the next campaign. 

Of course, that was the suggestion of a prominent Repub­
lican, looking forward to the next presidential campaign. 
I have no doubt that Mr. Wolcott had every reason to 
believe, from what Colonel Bryan was saying throughout 
the country, that that would be, as indeed it was, one of 
the issues of the next campaign. 

On the next page, at the top of the first column, Mr. 
Wolcott goes on: 

For my part, I do not believe these tactics can win. There are 
on both sides of thls Chamber enough men animated With high 
patriotism, ready to aLlit erat e party lines and to st and shoulder 
to shoulder together and with the Government, not because it is 
a Republican government but because it ts an American govern-
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ment, and they wm agree to fight out hereafter the questions 
that may arise as to the conduct and disposal of the Philippines 
when the treaty shall have been ratified. 

Of course, Mr. President, the question did become at once 
a political foctball; and, as I said a few moments ago, my 
party, from the next convention to the last one, bas bad a 
Philippine-independence plank in the platform. I am with 
my party always when it is right, but I could not indorse 
any plank which called upon the American people to repudi­
ate a solemn treaty made with a coordinate power. I could 
not agree to any proposal which asked me, as a member of 
my party-a party which I love-to do an unconstitutional 
act. I shall be with my party for freedom for the Philip­
pines when freedom for the Philippines can be given consti­
tutionally, and not until then. 

I wish to quote further from the address made on the 4th 
of February, 1899, by Mr. Wolcott. He said: 

More than this-

Speaking once more of these unfriendly countries-and 
they are just as unfriendly to-day as they were then, and, in 
my opinion, more unfriendly. 

More than this, they realize that if we to-day abandon those 
islands as a derelict upon the face of the waters we leave them 
open to the land hunger and the greed of the countries of Europe 
that are now seeking to colonize land the wide world over, with 
the probability that our action would plunge the world in war. 

Prophetic words! I believe that what Senator Wolcott 
said 34 years ago is just as true to-day. We are going to 

session of tbe Senate was on Monday, the 6th of February, 
and I find at the top of the second column, on page 1479, 
the heading: 

POLICY REGARDING THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS 
Mr. McENERY. I offer a resolution, and ask that it be read, and 

that an hour be fixed before 3 o'clock when the vote shall be 
taken on it. 

The VICE PREsiDENT. The resolution 'Will be read. 
The Secretary read as follows: 
" Resolved, That by the ratification of the pending treaty of 

peace with Spain it is not intended to incorporate the inhabitants 
of said islands into citizenship of the United States, nor is it 
intended to permanently annex said islands as an integral part 
of the territory of the United States; but it is the intention of the 
United States to establish on said islands a government suitable 
to the wants and conditions of the inhabitants of said islands, 
to prepare them for local self-government, and in due time to 
make such disposition of said islands as will best promote the 
interests of the citizens of the United States and the inhabitants 
of said islands." 

Then Mr. McEnery said: 

I ask that a vote be · taken on this resolution to-day prior to 
going into executive session. 

Let me make clear what his purpose was. This was the 
day, the 6th day of February, when final action upon the 
treaty was to be taken by the Senate. The ratification of 
the treaty was to come up in executive session later in the 
afternoon of that day, and Mr. McEnery desired to have 
action taken upon this resolution before the Senate entered 
into executive session. So be said: 

pass a Philippine bill. This bill, in some form-probably so I ask that a vote be taken on this resolution to-day prior to 
mutilated and changed that its parents will not know it-- going fnto executive session. 

The VIcE PREsiDENT. The Chair understands the request of the 
will pass pretty soon. When it does we shall "abandon Senator from Louisiana to be for unanimous consent that there 
those islands as a derelict upon the face of the waters" and may be a vote taken to-day on his resolution prior to the vote to 
"leave them open to the land hunger and the greed of the I be taken on the treaty of Paris. 

· . . 1 d Mr. BACON. I could not gather from the reading of the resolu-
count~Ies of Europe th~t are now see~g to colomze ~n tion whether it is a joint or a Senate resolution. 
the Wide world over, With the probability that our actiOn The VIcE PRESIDENT. The Chair supposes it to be a simple Sen-
would plunge the world in war." ate resolution or a concurrent resolution. 

Prophetic words Mr. President! Mr. ~Ac<;m. T~e Secretary did not read a resolving clause which 
. . ' . would md1cate 1t to be a concurrent resolution. 

A little later m his speech, down near the bottom of the Mr. GALLINGER. Let it be read again in full. 
second column of page 1451, Mr. Wolcott said: The Secretary again read the resolution. 

Mr. President, it has aLso been frequently said in the progress 
of this discussion that our continued occupancy of those islands 
is contrary to the spirit of American institutions. 

We have heard some of that here, have we not, in the last 
few days?-
contrary to the spirit of American institutions. 

Mr. Wolcott goes on: 
Who shall say this? This Republic represents the first and only 

experiment in absolute self-government by the Anglo-Saxon race, 
intermingled and reinforced by the industrious of all the coun­
tries of the Old World. For more than a hundred years we have 
endured, and every decade has brought us increasing strength and 
prosperity and, it may be, an increasing tendency to greater bit­
terness in our consideration of questions of internal policy. Who 
is to say that in the evolution of such a republic as this the 
time has not come when the immense development of our internal 
resources and the marvelous growth of our domestic and foreign 
commerce and a realization of our virile strength have not stimu­
l4ted that Anglo-Saxon restlessness which beats with the blood of 
the race into an activity which will not be quenched until we 
have finally planted our standard in that far-off archipelago 
which inevitable destiny has intrusted to our hands? 

We planted the standard there. We did it deliberately. 
We did it after full debate and full consideration; and yet 
There are those who would pull down the American flag, and 
give up the obligation and the responsibility and the privi­
lege of making of these islands what these men of old wanted 
to make of them. 

Mr. President, half the energy used here to find a way 
to alienate sovereignty over the Philippines, if devoted to 
some plan of development of those great islands and of that 
fine people, half the energy devoted in the direction of 
their development and of their progress and prosperity, half 
the energy which we have found expended here in an effort 
to tear down and destroy, would make of the islands the 
paradise of the earth. 

The discussion I have been reciting was on the 4th of 
February. That happened to be on Saturday. The next 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is requested to state by the 
introducer of the resolution that he introduced it as a simple 
Senate resolution, but he wishes to change it into a joint resolu­
tion. 

Let me call the attention of the Senate to the significance 
of this. In an hour or so from the time this resolution was 
called up the Senate-not the Congress, but the Senate­
was to act upon the treaty. Yet Mr. McEnery on this very 
day, literally the last day, in the afternoon, proposed a 
joint resolution, attempting to fix the intention of Con­
gress regarding the meaning of the treaty. I do not need 
to point out to Senators how ridiculous, how utterly absurd, 
that proposed action was. Anyway, as the Vice President, 
according to the RECORD, stated, the author of the resolution 
desired to have it as a joint resolution. 

Mr. Frye said: 
And he asks unanimous consent that a vote may be taken on it 

to-day. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution now before the Senate, in­

troduced by the Senator from Louisiana, is intended to be a joint 
resolution. It will be read by title. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 240) declaring the purpose of the 
United States toward the Philippine Islands was read twice by its 
title. 

The VIcE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Louisiana asks that a 
vote be taken upon the joint resolution this afternoon. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ALLEN. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 

A little later in the day, as the RECORD shows at page 1480, 
first column, under the heading " Relations with Puerto 
Rico and the Philippines," the following occurred: 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate the reso­
lution submitted by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Allen), which 
comes over from a previous day. It will be read. 

The resolution submitted on the 4th instant by Mr. Allen was 
read, as follows: 

"Resolved, That the Senate of the United States, in ratifying and 
confirming the treaty of Paris, does not commit itself or the Gov­
ernment to the doctrine that the islands acquired by virtue of the 
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war wtth Spa.m are to be anmxed to m become a ])art of the 
United States, and that the difference 1n the language at said 
treaty as respects the island of Cuba and its inhabitants and the 
island of Puerto Rico and Philippine Islands and their inhabitants 
shall not be construed or be held to be a difference ln effect, but 
that it ls the intention and purpose of the Senate 1n ratifying 
said treaty to place the inhabitants of the Philippine Islands and 
Puerto Rico in exactly the same position as respects their relations 
to the United States as are the inhabitants of Cuba." 

Mr . .ALLEN. Let the resolution be passed over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be passed over. 

Then Mr. Allen said: 
I ask that the joint resolution Introduced by the Senator from 

Missouri [Mr. Vest] be laid before the Senate and read. 

I want to speak about that just a moment, :Mr. President. 
The minutes of the executive session, which have since been 
made public, show that Mr. Gorman, for Mr. Vest, proposed 
certain amendments. I am going to refer to that again in 
a moment, but I want to show that previous to the executive 
session, while the Senate was in legislative session, this reso­
lution of Mr. Vest was laid before the Senate on request of 
Mr. Allen. The Vice President said: 

The Chair lays the joint resolution before the Senate. 
The Secretary read as follows: 

"A joint resolution (S. Res. 191) declaring that under the Consti­
tution of the United States no power is given to the Federal 
Government to acquire territory to be held and governed perma­
nently as colonies 
"Resolved, etc., That under the Constitution of the United States 

no power is given to the Federal Government to acquire territory 
to be held and governed permanently as colonies. 

.. The colonial system of European nations can not be established 
under our present Constitution, but all territory acquired by the 
Government, except such small amount as may be necessary for 
coaling stations, correction of boundaries, and similar govern­
mental purposes, must be acquired and governed with the purpose 
of ultimately organizing such territory into States suitable for 
admission into the Union." 

That was the thing for which Mr. Vest, of Missouri, had 
been contending, and continued to contend for even when 
the Senate was in executive session, to pass upon the 
treaty. 

Upon the reading of the resolution of Mr. Vest, which I 
have just quoted, Mr. Allen said: 

I also ask that the resolution just introduced by the Senator 
from Louisiana (Mr. McEnery] be laid before the Senate and read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays the joint resolution before 
the Senate. 

"'A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 240) declaring the purpose of the 
United States toward the Philippine Islands 

"Resolved, etc., That by the ratification of the pending treaty of 
peace with Spain it is not intended to incorporate the inhabitants 
of said islands into citizenship of the United States, nor is it 
Intended to permanently annex said islands as an integral part of 
the territory of the United States. But it is the intention of 
the United States to establish on said islands a government suit­
able to the wants and conditions of the inhabitants of said 
islands, to prepare them for local self-government. and 1n due 
time to make such disposition of said islands as will best pr"mote 
the interests of the citizens of the United States and the inhab­
itants of said islands." 

Then there ensued a very bitter debate. I have listened 
to some debates in my day that were not entirely comfort­
able, but this was really an argumentative occasion. Mr. 
Allen and Mr. Clay, and finally Mr. Gorman, took part, and 
Mr. Garmon was so bitter that Mr. Wolcott begged for an 
opportunity to reply to him. Mr. Davis said: 

I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of execu­
tive business. 

Mr. WoLCOTT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may have five minutes to answer some personal allusions to my­
self made by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Gorman]. 

Mr. DAVIS. I am very sorry, but under the unanimous-consent 
rule adopted I feel constrained to object to the request made by 
the Senator !rom Colorado. 

Mr. WoLcoTT. I hope the Senator will allow -me. 
Mr. DAVIS. I can not. 
Mr. WoLcoTT. I only ask !or five minutes, Mr. President. 
Mr. GEAR. I ask unanimous consent that the Senator from 

Colorado may be permitted to proceed. 
Mr. DAVIS. I am constrained to object, Mr. President. 
The VICE PREsiDENT. Objection is made to the request made by 

the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Wolcott]. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Davis] that the Sen­
ate proceed to the consideration Qf executive buskl.ess. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the con­
sideration of executive business. After 1 hour and 10 minutes 
spent 1n executive session, the doors were reopened. 

Mr. President, as I said a little while ago, it is true that 
those who seek to justify their support of pending measures 
upon the fact that there was discussion in the press and in 
the Senate, giving the impression to the American people 
that there was no real intent on the part of the Senate in 
ratifying the treaty actually to incorporate into our terri­
tory the Spanish possessions. I want the record which I am 
trying to make to be a truthful one, and so at some length 
I have described to the Senate the state of the public mind, 
the statements of the press, and the efforts made in the Sen­
ate itself to place a limitation uprm the treaty. 

But no such limitation was placed upon the treaty. Hav­
ing fresh in mind all the objections raised by those who 
wished to place an interpretation upon the intent of Con­
gress regarding the act, regarding the ratification, regarding 
the treaty and its significance-in spite of the heated debate 
of the very day and the memory of debates of two or three 
days before, in spite of all that, the Senate went into execu­
tive session and what there happened? I want Senators to 
know exactly what happened. Of course Senators know 
now, and I merely want to recall it to their minds. That 
afternoon while Mr. Wolcott was begging that he might be 
given the floor the Senate went into executive session, and 
what happened? 

I hold in my hand the Executive Journal. volume 31, 
Fifty-fifth Congress, pertaining to the executive session of 
February 6, 1899, and at page 1282 I find the following: 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con­
sideration of the treaty of peace (Exhibit B) between the United 
States and Spain, signed in the city of Paris on December 10, 
1898; and 

After debate thereon, 
Mr. Gorman (for Mr. Vest) proposed the following amendments 

to the treaty: 
"Article III. strike out the words 'cedes to the United States' 

and insert in lieu thereof the words • relinquishes all claim of 
sovereignty over and title to.'" 

I dislike repeating this matter, but for the sake of conti­
nuity in the RECORD I should do so. It will be recalled that 
in the treaty which was pending Article I reads as follows: 

Spain relinquishes all claim of sovereignty over and title to 
Cuba. 

Spain relinquishes all claim of sovereignty over and title 
to Cuba!-

Article n. Spain cedes to the United States. 

See the difference. Once more for the record I want to 
be very clear, and this is all I have in mind, that Article I 
relating to Cuba read: 

Spain relinquishes all claim of sovereignty over and title to 
Cuba. 

But when it came to Article II it reads: 
Spain cedes to the United States Puerto Rico. 

And in Article mit reads: 
Spain cedes to the United States the archipelago known as the 

Philippine Islands. 

In the first article then~ was a relinquishment of sover­
eignty over Cuba-no cession, but a relinquishment of sov­
ereignty; but in Article II, relating to Puerto Rico, it was a 
cession-" Spain cedes to the United States "-and in Arti­
cle m, "Spain cedes to the United States the archipelago 
known as the Philippine Islands," and so forth. 

Mr. Gorman, for Mr. Vest, wished to change Article ill 
relating to the Philippines so it would read: 

Spain relinquishes all claim of sovereignty over and title to 
the Philippine Islands. 

This he desired in order to have the language of Article 
rn identical with the language of Article I, which related to 
Cuba. 

Also, on page 1283 of the Executive Journal, I have read 
a part .of Mr. Vest's proposed amendment to change from 
"cede" to "relinquishment of sovereignty," and then also 
he wished the followini: 
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Add at the end of Article m the following: 
•• The United states, desiring that the people of tbe archlpelago 

shall be enabled to establish a form of free government suitable 
to their conctition <md securing the rights of life, liberty, and 
property, and the preservation of order and equal rights therein, 
assumes for the time being and to the end aforesaid the control 
of the archipelago so far as such control shall be needful for 
the purposes above stated, and will provide that the privileges 
accorded to Spain by Articles IV and V of this treaty shall be 
enjoyed." 

That is what Mr. Vest tried to do in his joint resolu­
tion previous to the meeting of the Senate in executive ses­
sion. In executive session he definitely moved to have 
these changes made. FUrther than that, in line 2, Article 
VIII, after the word " CUba,., he moved to insert the words 
"and in the Philippine Archipelago," in order that the same 
thought that he had in mind might be continued in Article 
VIII so there would be no cession of territory, but merely a 
relinquishment of Cuba as in Article I. Then further in 
Article IX he wanted certain material stricken out, and in 
Article XIII to have the Philippines included with Cuba 
with reference to copyrights and patents. So far as the 
islands of CUba and Puerto Rico and the Philippines were 
concerned, he wanted the language to be identicaL He 
wanted Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines to have in 
the treaty exactly the same standing. That was proposed 
in the Senate itself and in executive session he presented 
the amendment, and what happened? 

Mind you, this matter had been debated in the Senate, in 
the House, in the newspapers by Col. Wilham Jennings 
Bryan and other orators and anti-imperialists. The matter 
had been discussed time and time again in every forum, in 
every newspaper, in every magazine. All these ideas were 
familiar to the Senate of the United States, and here was 
pending an amendment to make the changes proposed by 
Mr. Vest. What happened? I quote from page 1283 of 
the Executive Journal: 

On motion by Mr. Lindsay, and by unanimous consent, the 
said proposed amendments were considered together; and on the 
question to agree to the proposed amendments it was determined 
in the negative-yeas 30, nays 53. 

On motion by Mr. Gorman, the yeas and nays being desired 
by one-fifth of the Senators present, those who voted in the 
affirmative are • • • and those who voted in the negative 
are • • •. 

So the amendments were overwhelmingly defeated in spite 
of the arguments in the Senate prior to a.L.d in the executive 
session itself. 

I fail to see how anybody can lean upon the broken staff 
of public sentiment of a minority of the American people­
the limited public sentiment of the time. If we want an 
excuse for voting for the pending legislation, that is just 
as good as any. But I have shown to the Senate, and con­
clusively because it is from the record, that there is no 
foundation and no justification for the position that public 
sentiment was united against the Filipinos. It was not 
intended to cheat them. We had no thought in 1899 of 
doing less than was done by every other treaty ever made 
by our country. There is no foundation for the excuse to 
be offered for these measures on the theory that we really 
did not mean it when we entered into this treaty with 
Spain regarding the Filipinos. 

After the debate in the executive session and the presen­
tation of these amendments of Mr. Vest and their over­
whelming defeat, then, as we see from page 1284 of Execu­
tive Journal-

Mr. Davis submitted the following resolution of ratification !or 
consideration: 

"Resolved (two-thirds of the SeTUltors present concurring 
therein), That the Senate advise and consent to ratification of the 
treaty of peace between the United states and Spain signed at the 
city of Paris on December 10, 1898." 

The Senate by unanimous consent considered the resolution, and 
on the question, Will the Senate advise and consent to the ratift­
cation of the treaty in the form of said resolution, it was deter­
mined in the a:tfirmative-yeas 57, nays 27. 

The record shows the personnel on each side of the vote. 
The injunction of secrecy was removed arul the treaty was 
ratified. 

It is a matter of interest, I think, to find out what became 
of the joint resolution. Mind you, Mr. President, the deed 
had been signed, sealed, and delivere<L but on February 14, 
eight days after the ratification of the treaty by the Senate 
by an overwhelming vote, Mr. McEnery's resolution was dis­
cussed at great length and finally acted upon by the Senate. 

I want to can attention to the fact that it was a joint 
resolution; that it had been considered at great length by the 
Senate previous to ratification but was still pressed by its 
author; and so it was considered on February 14, 1899. The 
joint resolution was read the third time at length, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That by the ratification of the treaty of peace 
with Spain it is not intended to incorporate the inhabitants of 
the Philippine Islands into citizenship of the United States, nor 
is tt intended to permanently annex said islands as an integral 
part of the territory of the United States, but it is the intention 
of the United States to establish on said islands a government 
suitable to the wants and conditions of the inhabitants of said 
islands to prepare them for local self-government, and in due time 
to make such disposition of said islands as will best prom<>te the 
interests of the United States and the inhabitants of said islands. 

After much discussion, the resolution was finally put to 
a vote, and, the roll can having been concluded, the result 
was announced-yeas 26, nays 22. The joint resolution was 
passed by that vote, but, in this connection, I want to give 
the Senate a statement of the Supreme Court on this sub­
ject. It is found in One hundred and eighty-third United 
states, the Fourteen Diamond Rings case. I do not want 
anybody to entertain the thought that the fact that by a 
vote of 26 to 22 the Senate adopted the joint resolution 
justifies him in voting for one of the pending measures. 

The matter of this particular joint resolution had the 
attention of the SUpreme Court and, in the opinion of Mr. 
Chief Justice Fuller, on page 179., I find this: 

The Philippines thereby ceased, in the language of the treaty. 
" to be Spanish." Ceasing to be Spanish, they ceased to be foreign 
country. They came under the complete and absolute sovereignty 
and dominion of the United states, and so became territory of the 
United States over which civil government could be established. 
The result was the same, although there was no stipulation that 
the native inhabitants should be incorporated into the body 
politic, and none securing to them the right to choose their 
nationality. Their allegiance became due to the -united States and 
they became entitled to its protection. 

Those are the words of Mr. Chief Justice Fuller. He 
continues: 

But it is said that the case of the Philippines 1s to be dis­
tinguished from that of Puerto Rico-

It was urged by counsel that Puerto Rico and the Philip­
pines were not on the same plane-

But it is said that the case of the Philippines is to be dis­
tinguished from that of Puerto Rico, because on February 14, 1899, 
after the ratification of the treaty, the Senate resolved, as given 
in the margin, that it was not intended to incorporate the inhabi­
tants of the Philippines into citizenshJp of the United States, nor 
to permanently annex those islands. 

The resolution referred to is the one which I read a 
moment ago and which was passed by a vote of 26 to 22, 
the resolution, to quote it again, reading as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That by the ratification of the treaty of peace 
with Spain it is not intended to incorporate the inhabitants of 
the Philippine Islands into citizenship of the United States, nor 
is it intended to permanently annex said "islands as an integral 
part of the territory of the United States; but it is the intention 
of the United States to esablish on said islands a government 
suitable to the wants and conctitions of the inhabitants of said 
islands to prepare them for local self-government, and in due time 
to make such disposition of said islands as will best promote the 
interests of the United States and the inhabitants of said islands. 

What does the court say about that?-
We need not consider the force and effect of a resolution of this 

sort, if adopted by Congress, not like that of April 20, 1898, in 
respect of CUba, preliminary to the declaration of war, but after 
title ha.d passed by ratified cession. It is enough that this was a 
joint resolution; that it was adopted by the Senate by a vote of 
26 to 22, not two-thirds of a quorum. 

The significance of that being that if this were a treaty 
matter, or the limitation of a treaty, it would be necessary to 
have a two-thirds vote of the Senate. Of course, it could 
not be done in this informal way in any event, but, even if 1t 
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had been presented in executive session, it would have been 
necessary to have a two-thirds vote, but the court says: 

It is enough that this was a joint resolution; that it was adopted 
by the Senate by a vote of 26 to 22, not two-thirds of a quorum, 
and that it is absolutely without legal significance on the question 
before us. The meaning of the treaty can not be controlled by 
subsequent explanat ions of some of those who may have voted to 
ratify it. What view the House might have taken as to the inten­
tion of the Senate in ratifying the treaty we are not informed. nor 
is it material; and if any implication from the action referred to 
could properly be indulged. it would seem to be that two-thircls of 
a quorum of the Senate did not consent to the ratification on the 
groturrds indicated. 

So, :Mr. President, there is no consolation to be had in the 
attitude of the press or of the publicists of the day. There 
is no consolation to be had in the discussions and decisions of 
the Congress, pa1·ticularly of the Senate. The treaty was 
duly considered, was fully debated and ratified by an over­
whelming vote, and it is the supreme law of the land. 

Mr. President, I have attempted fully and completely and 
from the record to make clear that the Senate had every 
opportunity to modify the conditions of cession, had every 
opportunity to do what many Senators here no doubt wish 
had been done. But the Senate did not do it, and my con­
tention i,(j that there is no possible excuse to lean upon 
this vain discussion as justification for support of pending 
measures. 

There is another matter I wish to consider. It relates to 
the disposing clause of the Constitution. It continues to 
be a matter of amazement to me that anybody would allege 
that in the third section of Article IV there is any justifica­
tion for the alienation of sovereignty. 

Sovereignty is not territory. Sovereignty is not property. 
Sovereignty is not something you can sell. Sovereignty does 
not belong to the Senate of the United States or to the 
Congress of the United States. Sovereignty is in the people 
of the United States, and proudly we speak of "the sover­
eign people,; but I read yesterday, in the Washington Post, 
an editorial entitled "Alienating Territory,: 

ALIENATING TERRITORY 

The right of the United States to dispose of territory that 
comes into its possession is being questioned in connection with 
the bill for independence of the Philippine Islands. Senator 
CoPELAND made a long argument before the Senate on this point. 

No occasion has ever arisen for the Supreme Court to pass upon 
this question, since no territory over which the sovereignty of the 
United States has definitely extended has ever been alienated. 
The Constitution is not spec1fic on this point, although it pro­
vides in section 3, Article IV, that-

"The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all 
needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other 
property belonging to the United States; and nothing in this 
Constitution shall be construed as to prejudice any claims of the 
United States, or any particular State." 

It is argued by some opponents of the independence movement 
that the power to dispose of territory is not equivalent to the 
power to alienate territory. Under this view Congress could do 
anything with the Ph1lippines, except withdraw the sovereignty 
of the American Government over them. It seems apparent, how­
ever, that the Constitution makers intended to give Congress the 
broad power at dealing with territorial possessions as it might 
see fit. 

The right of Congress to acquire territory has also been chal­
lenged. When Jefferson made the Louisiana pur~hase he was 
accused of flouting the Constitution, because it contained no spe­
cific authorization for .such an act. But it is now a well-estab­
lished princiPle that Congress does have the authority to acquire 
territory. Any other construction upon the fturrdamental law 
would have made the present-day United States an impossibility. 

There seems to be no logic in the contention that Congress 
may acquire territory by purchase or otherwise, but has no 
authority to relinquish such territory. Congress has power to 
make " all needful rules and regulations respecting territory 
• • • belonging to the United States." If Congress considers 
tt needful to make the Philippines independent, there seems to 
be no warrant in the Constitution to prevent such action. The 
logic of this viewpoint is emphasized when it is recalled that 
the present movement to free the islands is fostered in the 
interests of the American farmer and not for the benefit of the 
Fill pinos. 

The independence b111 will probably fail on its own demerits, 
either in the Senate or at the White House, and not because of 
any lack of authority in Congress to deal with the sUbject. 

Mr. President, for reasons which I have given the Senate 
in full, I do not indorse that editorial in so far as it relates 
to the disposition of sovereignty. I am sorry that it seems 
necessary to say anything more about the subject. The 

learned editor of a great newspaper ought to be informed 
on the subject, but I am very confident it can be shown 
by even greater authorities that he is mistaken. When I 
speak about the greater authorities I am referring to the 
judges of the Supreme Court. I am not referring to myself 
as an authority, of course. I am ·simply recit~ to the 
Senate what I have learned from the judicial decisions. 

I attempted to show that section 3, Article IV, can not be 
relied upon as a good and sufficient excuse for alienating 
sovereignty over the Philippines. It will be recalled that I 
quoted Taney, wh1.1 believed that the disposing clause relates 
only to territory held in common by the States at the time 
the Constitution was adopted. Virginia had ceded what we 
call the Northwest Territory, and the ordinance of 1787 had 
been passed. 

Now I want to read a little more from Taney. I stated a 
few days ago that I intended to do this; and I can hardly 
understand how any real student of this subject could fail 
to be impressed by the logic and convincing argument of 
Mr. Chief Justice Taney. 

In the case of Scott against Sandford, in Nineteenth 
Howard at page 434, the Chief Justice had already spoken 
about the cession by Virginia of the Northwest Territory. 
Then Taney goes on: 

_ The example of Virginia was soon afterwards followed by other 
States, and, at the time of the adoption of the Constitution, all 
of the States, similarly situated, had ceded their unappropriated 
lands, except North Carolina and Georgia. The maill object for 
which these cessions were desired and made, was on account 
of their money value, and to put an end to a dangerous con­
troversy, as to who was justly entitled to the proceeds when the 
lands should be sold. It is necessary to bring this part of the 
history of these cessions thus distinctly into view, because it will 
enable us the better to comprehend the phraseology of the article 
in the Constitution, so often referred to in the argument. 

Undoubtedly the powers of sovereignty and the eminent do­
main were ceded with the land. This was essential, in order to 
make it effectual, and to accomplish its objects. But it must 
be remembered that, a.t that time, there was no Government of 
the United States in existence with enumerated and 11m1ted pow­
ers; what was then called the United States, were 13 separate, 
sovereign, independent States, which had entered into a league 
or confederation for their mutual protection and advantage, and 
the Congress of the United States was composed of the representa­
tives of these separate sovereignties, meeting together, as equals. 
to discuss and decide on certain measures which the States, by 
the Articles of Confederation, had agreed to submit to their 
decision. But this Confederation had none of the attributes of 
sovereignty in legislative, executive, or judicial power. It was 
little more than a congress of ambassadors, authorized to repre­
sent separate nations, in matters in which they had a common 
concern. 

Mr. President, I have no desire to call a quorum, because 
I do not want to annoy Senators who are out of the Cham­
ber; but in the absence of human beings in this room it 
acts like a sounding board, and voices carry amazingly. I 
can actually hear the conversations and the words spoken. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President--. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BARKLEY in the chair). 

Does the Senator from New York yield to the Senator from 
Nevada? 

Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. PITTMAN. I wish to beg the Senator's pardon. I 

did not desire to disturb him. I am very sorry my conver­
sation interrupted his speech. 

Mr. COPELAND. I am not sure I was referring to the 
Senator from Nevada, but his apology is accepted. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I have enjoyed the same speech several 
times. 

Mr. COPELAND. I should be very glad if the Senator 
would sit down and listen to it and really hear it once. He 
has heard pa1·ts of the same speech several times possibly; 
but, regardless of what the Senator from Nevada may wish, 
my state of health is such that I feel able to go on and 
complete my work this afternoon. 

Is it not an amazing thing, Mr. President, that Senators 
who are so bent upon having their own way, so determined 
that their way is the right way, should be so unwilling to 
accord one of their numbers, coordinate in position, and 
representative of a State at least as important, the same 
privilege of speaking at some length that they themselves 
demand on other occasions? 
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I can well recall when, at a time when we had important 

business that we wished to transact, the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] held the Senate on the 4th of March 
at great length, discoursing on reclamation in Nevada-a 
matter of vital importance to him at the time, but probably 
of as little concern to the Senate as w.hat I am saying is of 
concern to the same body. 

But Mr. Justice Taney said of this Congress that-
They had an undoubted right, as independent sovereignties, to 

accept any cession of territory for their common benefit, which 
all of them assented to; and it is equally clear, that as their com­
mon property, and having no superior to control them, they had 
the right to exercise absolute dominion over it, subject only to 
the restrictions which Virginia had imposed in her act of cession. 

There was, as we have said, no Government of the United 
States then in existence with specially limited and enumerated 
powers. The territory belonged to sovereignties, who, subject to 
the limitations above mentioned, had a right to establish any form 
of government they pleased, by compact or treaty among them­
selves, and to regulate rights of person and rights of property 
in the territory, as they might deem proper. It was by a Con­
gress, representing the authority of these several and separate 
sovereignties, and acting under their authority and command­
but not from any authority derived from the Articles of Confedera­
tion-that the instrument usually called the Ordinance of 1787 
was adopted; regulating in much detail the principles and the 
laws by which this territory should be· governed;-

Then he makes a reference to slavery in that connection, 
which of course was the matter pending before the court. 
I omit that, and go on to the next paragraph: 

This was the state of things when the Constitution of the 
United States was formed. The territory ceded by Virginia be­
longed to the several Confederated States as common property, 
and they had united in establishing in it a system of government 
and jurisprudence, in order to prepare it for admission as States, 
according to the terms of the cession. They were about to dis­
solve this federative union and to surrender a portion of their 
independent sovereignty to a new government, which, for certain 
purposes, would make the people of the several States one people, 
and which was to be supreme and controlling within its sphere 
of action throughout the United States; but this Government 
was to be carefully llmited in its powers, and to exercise no au­
thority beyond those expressly granted by the Constitution, · or 
necessarily to be implied from the language of the instrument, 
and the objects it was intended to accomplish; and as this league 
of States would, upon the adoption of the new government, cease 
to have any power over the territory, and the ordinance they had 
agreed upon be incapable of execution, and a mere nullity, it was 
obvious that some provision was necessary to give the new Gov­
ernment sufiicient power to enable it to carry into effect the ob­
jects for which it was ceded, and the compacts and agreements 
which the States had made with each other in the exercise of 
their powers of sovereignty. 

Chief Justice Taney continued: 
It was necessary that the lands should be sold to pay the war 

debt; that a government and a system of jurisprudence should 
be maintained in it to protect. the citizens of the United States 
who should migrate to the territory in their rights of person and 
of property. It was also necessary that the new government, 
about to be adopted, should be authorized to maintain the claim 
of the United States to the unappropriated lands in North Caro­
lina and Georgia, which had not then been ceded, but the cession 
of which was confidently anticipated upon some terms that would 
be arranged between the General Government and these two 
States. And, moreover, there were many articles of value besides 
this property in land-

All this has an important bearing upon the disposing 
clause of the Constitution, because Chief Justice Taney was 
pointing out the different kinds of property-territory, lands, 
and movable property-and he said: 

Furthermore-
there were many articles of value besides this property and land, 
such as arms, military stores, munitions, and ships of war, which 
were the common property of the States, when acting in their 
independent characters as confederates, which neither the new 
Government nor any one else would have a right to tak.e posses­
sion of, or control, without authority from them; and it was to 
place these things under the guardianship and protection of the 
new Government, and to clothe it with the necessary powers, 
that the clause was inserted in the Constitution which gives 
Congress the power " To dispose of and make all needful rules 
and regulations respecting the territory or other property belong­
ing to the United States." It was intended for a specific pur­
pose, to provide for the things we have mentioned. It was to 
transfer to the new Government the property then held in com­
mon by the States, and to give to that Government power to apply 
it to the objects for which it had been destined by mutual agree­
ment among the States before their league was dissolved. It ap­
plied only to the property which the States held in common at 

that time, and has no reference whatever t.o any territory or other 
property which the new sovereignty might afterwards itself acquire. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. FESS. The statement which the Senator has just 

read involves a question which has very frequently been 
raised; that is, without a doubt, that particular clause in 
the Constitution was inserted with reference to the North­
west Territory. 

In 1784 Jefferson proposed the famous ordinance, and for 
some reason it was not accepted at that time. Then, in 
1787, the ordinance as we now know it was introduced, not 
by Jefferson but by another, but it involved about the same 
principles which the proposed ordinance of 1784 covered, 
including that question of the exclusion of slavery. That 
was one of the subjects before the Constitutional Convention. 
Here was property which was not in any of the thirteen 
States under the organic act, but was a sort of an addition. 
It would be termed "territory." This particular phrase, 
that Congress shall have power "to dispose of and make 
all needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or 
other property belonging to the United States," without a 
doubt was put in with special reference to the Northwest 
Territory. 

I think it was broad enough, however, in its comprehen­
sion, to take in territory later acquired, whether by annexa­
tion, as in the case of Texas; by purchase, as in the case of 
Louisiana; or by occupation, as in the case of Oregon. I 
think it was broad enough to cover such cases. 

The Senator knows I have listened to his argument with 
more than ordinary interest. I think he is making a very 
strong presentation, although I can not go along with him in 
his conclusions. What has been troubling me all along, 
however, is this: It seems to me that if we do not include 
in that clause a sufficient power and authority to dispose of 
outlying territories, like Hawaii, the Philippines, or Puerto 
Rico-

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator mean, now, the sov­
ereignty, or simply land in those territories? 

Mr. FESS. Of course, that is the very heart of the 
thing, whether this provision which had to do with this par­
ticular area to which I have referred did not include the 
people as well as the land. I think that is an open ques­
tion. It seems to me it did. But if this is not broad 
enough, then we would be left in an unfortunate situation 
if, by act of war, we should come into possession of teiTi­
tory that is not contiguous, like Alaska, but is on the con­
tinent, or territory that is far removed, as in the case of 
the Philippines. If, as the result of war, we should come 
into any sort of control over such territory, we would be 
left totally helpless to make any disposition of the territory. 
I doubt whether a correct construction of that clause would 
go to the extent of saying that we could not make any dis­
position of the territory. 

For example, let us take Texas. The people of Texas were 
peculiarly situated, for 10 years having an independent re­
public, securing their independence in a contest with Mex­
ico, then, on application, bodily coming into the Union, not 
coming as a Territory, but coming in full-fledged as a State. 
Does the Senator mean that if Texas desired to be an inde­
pendent republic, and the United States were willing that 
she should be, there is no power by which that could be 
brought about? 

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator for his comments. 
I regard the Senator from Ohio as a very learned man; I 
know he is a student of history, and I like what he has said 
to-day. I find myself in almost perfect agreement with him. 

It seems presumptuous for me to say it, but I would not 
go as far as Chief Justice Taney went regarding the appli­
cation of the disposing clause of the Constitution. I feel it 
is pertinent to the discussion to insert what he said in the 
RECORD, however, because he says so much better than I 
could what he held to be true regarding the application of 
the disposing clause, and later, as I read, the Senator will 
note that he makes a very considerable point of the second 



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE DECEMBER 15 
clause in this section, " nothing in this Constitution shall be 
so construed as to prejudice any claims of the United States, 
or of any particular State." If that language were not there, 
I think we could go very far in the use of the disposing 
clause as a means of getting rid of territory, if for any rea­
son we desired to rid ourselves of territory. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, if the Senator would permit 
me, I frankly state that while I have not agreed with the 
conclusions the Senator is bringing out, I do think, in fact, 
I know, that the contribution which the Senator is making 
by the citation of these various court decisions, and the opin­
ions of such men as Justice Taney, is not lost time, but will 
be read with considerable interest in the future, whenever 
this question may be revived. I do not want the Senator to 
get the impression that I have had any object other than to 
get his viewpoint. 

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator from the bottom 
of my heart, because to have one Member of the Senate 
indicate his appreciation of certain work which I have 
done-and I have done a tremendous lot of work, as the Sen­
ator must realize-is very gratifying to me. 

But I want to come back to the question the Senator 
asked me, and that is what we are going to do if by the for­
tunes of war or other circumstance we have brought to us 
territory which we do not want and which we do not want 
to keep. That is a very pertinent question. It points the 
way to the very thing for which I am contending here. This 
is a wonderful Constitution of ours, a wonderful instrument, 
the greatest instrument, Mr. Gladstone said, ever struck off 
bl7 the hand of man-! can not give the quotation exactly. 

Mr. FESS. It is from William E. Gladstone, who said it 
is " the most wonderful instrument ever stricken off by the 
brain or purpose of man at any one time," published in 1878 
in an article contributed to the North American Review. 

Mr. COPELAND. I thank the Senator for the reference. 
Gladstone was one of my great heroes, and I am very glad to 
have the exact quotation. 

Mr. President, the thing I have been contending for is 
this, We can not alienate sovereignty in my judgment 
without the consent of the people. There was no power 
granted by the Constitution to alienate sovereignty. I am 
not sure I could reconcile myself as to these pending bills, 
even though I had no conscientious objection to the pro­
cedure, but I think the Constitution ought to have one more 
amendment. I have not always been in sympathy with 
amendments to the Constitution, but there ought to be 
power given to the Congress to alienate territory. If that 
power were clearly given, the time that we have devoted to 
the consideration of these bills would be wholly justified; 
but in my judgment, in the absence of definite authority, we 
are doing a thing we have no right to do. But I would like 
to have the Constitution amended so that unincorporated 
territory might be dealt with at the pleasure of the Congress. 

I recognize that there is a difference between our relation­
ship to the Philippines and our relation to the Territory of 
Alaska at the time of the treaty with Russia. There is a 
difference. It is a distinction which differentiates this treaty 
from all the other treaties we have made. No definite pro­
vision has been made for the incorporation of the inhab­
itants of these islands. I have no doubt that by act of 
Congress they could be· incorporated into our common pos­
session and when so incorporated they could never be alien­
ated. No Senator would say that Florida or Louisiana or 
Alabama could be cut out of the Union. No one of us would 
contend such a thing. They have become incorporated in 
our possessions. 

Senators will remember the language of the Articles of 
the Confederation, for instance, in relation to the Northwest 
Territory, which we have been discussing: 

The said territory and the States which may be formed therein 
shall forever remain a part of this confederacy of the United States 
of America, subject to the Articles of Confederation and to such 
alterations as shall be constitutionally made. 

Our possession of the Philippines is such that we could 
incorporate them and accept them into statehood. Where 
we have such possession, such ownership of a part of the 

world, that by an act of Congress that territory could be 
incorporated into our possessions and made into a State, it 
seems preposterous to think that we could in this offhand 
manner dispose of it. 

Mr. President, when I had the interruption which I wel­
comed from the Senator from Ohio [Mr. FEssl I was quot­
ing from Mr. Justice Taney. I thank the Senator from Ohio 
for his interest in the matter. I know it is profound, and 
I thank him for the questions which he asked. 

Speaking once more about the disposing clause of the 
Constitution, let me quote from Mr. Justice Taney: 

The language used in the clause, the arrangement and combina­
tion of the powers, and the somewhat unusual phraseology it uses, 
when it speaks of the political power to be exercised in the govern­
ment of the territory, all indicates the design and meaning of the 
clause to be such as we have mentioned. It does not speak of 
any territory nor of territories, but uses language which, accord­
ing ~o its legitimate meaning, points to a particular thing. 

Let me turn aside from the quotation. This is what the 
Constitution says: 

The Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all need­
ful rules and regulations respecting the territory or other prop­
erty belonging to the United States. 

I continue now from Mr. Justice Taney: 
The power is given in relation only to the territory of the 

United States-that is, to a territory then in existence and then 
known or claimed as the territory of the United States. It 
begins its enumeration of powers by that of disposing, in other 
words, making sale of the lands, or raising money from them, 
which, as we have already said, was the main object of the ces­
sion, and which is accordingly the first thing provided for in 
the article. It then gives the power which was necessarily asso­
ciated with the disposition and sale of the land-that is, the 
power of making needful rules and regulations respecting the 
territory. And whatever construction may now be given to 
these words, everyone, we think, must admit that they are not 
the words usually employed by statesmen in giving supreme 
power of legislation. They are certainly very unlike the words 
used in the power granted to legislate over territory which the 
new Government might afterwards itself obtain by cession from a 
State, either for its seat of government or for forts, magazines, 
arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings. 

Let me refer to that. It will be found in Article I, section 
8, of the Constitution, paragraph 17: 

To exercise exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever, over such 
district (not exceeding 10 miles square) as may, by cession of par­
ticular States, and the acceptance of Congress, become the seat of 
the Government of the United States, and to exercise like author­
ity over all places purchased by the consent of the legislature of 
the State in which the same shall be, for the erection of forts, 
magazines, arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings. 

There is no question about the language. It is there. It 
is very different from that used in the disposing clause. 

I continue quoting from Mr. Justice Taney: 
And the same power of making needful rules respecting the 

territory is, in precisely the same language, applied to the other 
property belonging to the United States-associating the power 
over the territory in this respect with the power over movable or 
personal property-that is, the ships, arms, and munitions of war, 
which then belonged in common to the State sovereignties. And 
it will hardly be said that this power, in relation to the last-men­
t ioned objects, was deemed necessary to be thus specially given to 
the new Government in order to authorize it to make needful 
rules and regulations respecting the ships it might itself build, or 
arms and munitions of war it might itself manufacture or provide 
for the public service. 

No one, it is believed, would think a moment of deriving the 
power of Congress to make needful rules and regulations in rela­
tion to property of this kind from this clause of the Constitution. 

Nor can it, upon any fair construction, be applied to any prop­
erty but that which the new Government was about to receive 
from the Confederated States. And if this be true as to this 
property, it must be equally true and limited as to the territory 
which is so carefully and precisely coupled with it-and, like it, 
referred to as property ln the power granted. 

I do not see how anybody can question the logic of this 
statement. Then he continues: 

The concluding words of the clause appear to render this con­
struction irresistible. 

And I want to call particular attention to this because 
always when we quote the disposing clause we omit the sec­
ond section of that clause and we forget that there is 
another section. I just quoted this to the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. FESs]. The second section of this clause reads: 
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That nothing tn the Constitution shall be so construed as to 

prejudice any claims of the United States, or of any particular 
State. 

. These two sentences must be read together. One can not 
be read without the other, and one can not be interpreted 
without the other. So Mr. Justice Taney said: 

The concluding words of the clause appear to render this con­
struction irresistible, for after the provisions we have mentioned 
it proceeds to say, "That nothing in the Constitution shall be so 
construed as to prejudice any claimS of the United States, or of 
any particular State. 

Now, as we have before said, all of the States except North Caro­
lina and Georgia had made the cession before the Constitution was 
adopted, according to the resolution of Congress of October 10, 
1780. The claims of other States that the unappropriated lands in 
these two States should be applied to the common benefit in 
like manner was still insisted on, but refused by the States. 
And this member of the clause in question evidently applies to 
them, and can apply to nothing else. It was to exclude the con­
clusion that either party by adopting the Constitution would sur­
render what they deemed their rights. And when the latter pro­
vision relates so obviously to the unappropriated lands not yet 
ceded by the States and the first clause makes provision for those 
then actually ceded it is impossible by any just rule of con­
struction to make the first provision general and extend to all 
territories which the Federal Government might in any way after­
wards acquire, when the latter is plainly and unequivocally con­
fined to a particular telTitory, which was a part of the same con­
troversy and involved in the same dispute and depended upon 
the same principles. The union of the two provisions in the 
same clause shows that they were kindred subjects; and that the 
whole clause is local and relates only to lands within the limits 
of the United States which had been or then were claimed by a 
State; and that no other territory was in the minds of the framers 
of the Constitution or intended to be embraced in it. Upon any 
other construction it would be impossible to accoun,t for the 
insertion of the last provision in the place where it is found or 
to comprehend why or for what object it was associated with the 
previous provision. 

This view of the subject is confirmed by the manner in which 
the present Government of the United States dealt with the 
subject as soon as it came into existence. It must be borne in 
mind that the same States that formed the Confederation also 
formed and adopted the new Government, to which so large a 
portion of their former sovereign powers were surrendered. It 
must also be borne in mind that all of these same States which 
had then ratified the new Constitution were represented in the 
Congress which passed the first law for the government of this 
telTitory; and many of the members of that legislative body bad 
been deputies from the States under the Confederation-had 
united in adopting the Ordinance of 1787 and assisted in forming 
the new Government under which they were then acting and 
whose powers they were then exercising. And it is obvious from 
the law they passed to calTy into effect the principles and provi­
sions of the ordinance that they regarded it as the act of the 
States done in the exercise of their legitimate powers at the 
time. The new Government took the territory as it found it and 
in the condition in which it was transferred and did not attempt 
to undo anything that had been done. And, among the earliest 
laws passed under the new Government is one reviving the Ordi­
nance of 1787, which had become inoperative and a nullity upon 
the adoption of the Constitution. This law introduces no new 
form of principles for its government, but recites, in the pre­
amble, that it is passed in order that this ordinance may con­
tinue to have full effect and proceeds to make only those rules 
and regulations which were needful to adapt it to the new Gov­
ernment into whose hands the power had fallen. 

It appears, therefore, that this Congress regarded the purposes 
to which the land in this territory was to be applied, and the 
form of government and principles of jurisprudence which were 
to prevail there, while it remained in the territorial state, as 
already determined on by the States when they had full power and 
right to make the decision; and that the new Government, having 
received it in this condition, ought to carry substantially into 
effect the plans and principles which had been previously adopted 
by the States, and which no doubt the States anticipated when 
they surrendered their power to the new Government. And if we 
regard this clause of the Constitution as pointing to this terri­
tory, with a territorial government already established in it, which 
had been ceded to the States for the purposes hereinbefore men­
tioned--every word in it is perfectly appropriate and easily under­
stood, and the provisions it contains are in perfect harmony with 
the objects for which it was ceded, and with the condition of its 
government as a territory at th_e time. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that is a very conclusive 
statement regarding the meaning of the disposal clause of 
the Constitution. Mr. Chief Justice Taney proceeds: 

We can, then, easily account for the manner in which the first 
Congress legislated on the subject-and can also understand why 
this power over the territory was associated in the same clause 
with the other property of the United States, and subjected 
to the like power of making needful rules and regulations. But 
1f. the clause is construed in the expanded sense contended for, 

LXXVI--32 

so as to embrace any territory acquired from a foreign nation bY' 
the present Government, and to give it tn such territory a despotic 
and unlimited power over persons and property, such as the con­
federated States might exercise in their common property, it 
would be difficult to account for the phraseology used, when com­
pared with other grants of power-and also for its association 
With the other provisions in the same clause. 

The Constitution has always been remarkable for the felicity 
of its arrangement of different subjects, and the perspicuity and 
appropriateness of the language it uses. But if this clause is con­
strued to extend to territory acquired by the present Government 
from a foreign nation, outside of the limits of any charter from 
the British Government to a colony, it would be difficult to say 
why it was deemed nec·Jssary to give the Government the power to 
sell any vacant lands belonging to the sovereignty which might 
be found within it; and if this was necessary, why the grant of 
this power should precede the power to legislate over it and estab­
lish a government there; and still more difficult to say why it 
was deemed necessary so specially and particularly to grant the 
power to make needful rules and regulations in relation to any 
personal or movable property it might acquire there. For the 
words, "other property" necessarily, by every known rule of in­
terp_retation, must mean property of a different description from 
terntory or land. And the difficulty would perhaps be insur­
mountable in endeavoring to accqunt for the last member of the 
sentence, which provides that "nothing in this Constitution shall 
be so construed as to prejudice ·any claims of the United States 
or any particular State," or to say how any particular State could 
have claims in or to a territory ceded by a foreign government, 
or t? account for associating this provision with the preceding 
provlSions of the clause, with which it would appear to have no 
connection. 

The words "needful rules and regulations" would seem, also. 
to have been cautiously used for some definite object. They are 
not the words usually employed by statesmen, when they mean 
to give the powers of sovereignty, or to establish a government, 
or to authorize its establishment. Thus, in the law to renew 
and keep alive the Ordinance of 1787, and to reestablish the govern­
ment, the title of the law is: "An act to provide for the govern­
ment of the territory northwest of the River Ohio." And in the 
Constitution, when granting the power to legislate over the terri­
tory that may be selected for the seat of government independ­
ently of a State, it does not say Congress shall have power " to 
make all needful rules and regulations respecting the territory "; 
but it · declares that " Congress shall have power to exercise ex­
clusive legislation in all cases whatsoever, over such District 
(not exceeding 10 miles square) as may, by cession of particular 
States, and the acceptance of Congress, become the seat of the 
Government of the United States. 

The words "rules and regulations" are usually employed in the 
Constitution in speaking of some particular specified power which 
it means to confer on the Government, and not, as we have seen. 
when granting general powers of legislation. As, for example, 1n 
the particular power to Congress "to make rules for the gov­
ernment and regulation of the land and naval forces, or the 
particular and specific power to regulate commerce"; "to estab­
lish a uniform rule of naturalization"; "to coin money and reg­
ulate the value thereof." And to construe the words of which we 
are speaking as a general and unlimited grant of sovereignty over 
territories which the Government might afterwards acquire, is to 
use them in a sense and for a purpose for which they were not 
used in any other part of the instrument. But if confined to a 
particular Territory, in which a government and laws had already 
been established, but which would require some alterations to 
adapt it to the new government, the words are peculiarly appli­
cable and appropriate for that measure. 

I have been pointing out the expressions of Mr. Justice 
Taney on the disposing clause of the Constitution. This 
matter has been called to my attention repeatedly in ·letters 
and telegrams· I have had from various lawyers about the 
country. I should like to say, for the RECORD, that I am 
glad they have sent me these messages; and if others read 
the RECORD and are so disposed, I hope they will continue 
calling attention to any further citations which may be 
valuable in determining the question at issue. 

I venture to say that the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
FEssJ will be interested in an apparent conflict between Mr. 
Chief Justice Taney and Mr. Chief Justice Marshall in an­
other case bearing upon the same disposing clause of the 
Constitution. In the decision from which I have been quot­
ing Mr. Justice Taney makes reference to the decision ren­
dered by Mr. Chief Justice Marshall, as will be seen from the 
quotation which will follow in a moment. I continue read­
ing from the decision at the bottom of page 441: 

Whether, therefore, we take the particular clause in question, 
by itself, or in connection with the other provisions of the Con­
stitution, we think it clear that it applies only to the particular 
territory of which we have spoken and can not, by any just 
rule of interpretation, be extended to territory which the new 
government might afterwards obtain from a foreign nation. Con­
sequently, the power which Congress may have lawfully exercised 
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in this Territory, while it remained under a territorial govern­
ment and which may have been sanctioned by judicial decision. 
can furnish no justification and no argument to supp<n"t a similar 
exercise of power over territory afterwards acquired by the 
Federal Government. We put aside, therefore, any argument 
drawn from precedents, showing the extent of the power w?fch 
the General Government exercised over slavery in this Territory 
as altogether inapplicable to the-case before us. 

But the case of the American and Ocean Insurance Cos. v. 
Canter ( 1 Pet. 511) has been quoted as establishing a different 
construction of this clause of the Constitution. 

I am very glad that Chief Justice Taney saw fit to call up 
this particular decision. It is significant that wherever the 
court has started out to justify some procedure by founding 
the action upon the disposing clause. the court has almost 
immediately tw·ned to some other clause of the Constitu­
tion to make certain that there was another reason for the 
action. Rarely has the court depended on the authority 
given by the disposing clause itself. 

In this case of the American and Ocean Insurance Cos. 
Chief Justice Taney said: 

There is, however, not the slightest conflict between ~he opinion 
now given and the one referred to; and it is only by taking a single 
sentence out of the latter and separating it from the context, 
that even an appearance of conflict can be shown. We need not 
comment on such a mode of expounding an opinion of the court. 
Indeed it mo~t commonly misrepresents instead of expounding it. 
And this is fully exemplified in the case referred to, where, if 
one sentence is taken by itself, the opinion would appear to be in 
direct conflict with that now given; but the words which immedi­
ately follow that sentence show that the court did not mean to 
decide the point, but merely afiinn the power of Congress to esta__!>­
lish a government in the Territory, leaving it an open question, 
whether that power was derived from this clause in the Constitu­
tion, or was to be necessarily inferred from a power to ~cquire 
territory by cession from a foreign government. The opimon on 
this part of the case is short, and we give the whole of it to show 
how well the selection of a single sentence is calculated to mislead. 
The passage referred to is in page 542-of First Peter~r-in which 
the court, in speaking of the power of Congress to establish a 
Territorial government in Florida until it should become a State, 
used the following language: 

This, of course, is the quotation from Chief Justice 
Marshall: 

In the meantime, Florida continues to be a Territory of the 
United States, governed by that clause of the Constitution which 
empowers Congress to make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the Territory or other property of the United States. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. COPELAND. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. I would not interrupt the Senator, but 

I know he has been talking quite a long time, and perhaps 
he would welcome an interruption. I will not interrupt 
him if he prefers to go ahead. -

Mr. COPELAND. I am glad to hear from the Senator. 
Mr. TYDINGS. This morning there came up the question 

as to the relationship which would be in effect after Filipino 
independence was granted respecting the bonds floated by 
the Filipino government in this country, as to whether or 
not the mere assumption of those debts by the Filipino 
government would be sufficient. 

I find that that question has been submitted to the Attor­
ney General, and that the Solicitor General of the United 
States has delivered himself of an opinion on that par­
ticular feature, and if the Senator does not mind the 
interruption-it is not long-! would like to read it. 

Mr. COPELAND. How long is it? I ask because, while I 
do not mind the interruption, I honestly and truly want to 
get through to-day. 

Mr. TYDINGS. It will take but a very few minutes. 
Mr. COPELAND. Very well. 
Mr. TYDINGS I read: 
This issue and sale of bonds is authorized by the national 

power and, while in the strict and legal sense, the faith of the 
United States of America is not pledged as a guaranty for the 
payment of the loan, or for the due use of the proceeds, or the 
observance of the sinking-fund requirements, the entire trans­
action is to be negotiated under the auspices of the United States 
of America, and by its recognition and ai~. There can be no 
doubt, therefore. that the national power Wlll take the necessary 
steps in all contingencies to protect the purchasers in good faith 
of these securities. 

That is an extract from a circular of the Bureau of Insular 
Affairs, November 16, 1926, offering $274,000 of bonds, Philip-

pine Islands, 4~ per cent collateral loan of 1926, due in 
1956. 

Speaking generally on this situation, Mr. W. Cameron 
Forbes. in his book the Philippine Islands, has the fol­
lowing to say: 

The payment o! principal and interest of Philippine govern­
ment bonds is not guaranteed by the United States Government. 
However, as the bonds have been issued pursuant to authoriza­
tion by Congress, the Department of Justice and the War De­
partment have held that these bonds constitute a moral obliga­
tion of the United States. In the advertisements oft'ering bonds 
of the Philippine government for sale, it is the practice of the 
War Department to quote an extract from an opinion by the Attor­
ney General of the United States, dated August 11, 1921, regarding 
the liabllity of the United States for a former issue of Phtl1ppine 
bonds. This might have a very important bearing on the rela­
tionship between the Philippine Islands and the United States 
in case the question of withdrawing the sovereignty of the 
United States were under serious consideration. 

The authorized borrowing capacity of the Philippine govern­
ment in 1926 had reached $95,870,722.72. The total bonded in­
debtedness of the Phllippine government. including municipal 
bonds, on June 30, 1926, was $81,815,000. The per capita bonded 
indebtedness for all branches of the Philippine government in 1913 
was $1.29; in 1921, $2.95; and on June 30, 1926, $6.82. 

Sinking funds adequate for the retirement of bonds issued by 
the Philippine government were established and due restrictions 
imposed regarding their investment. These restrictions were modi· 
fied and safeguards lessened during the Democratic regime. Early 
in 1922 the legislature, on the recommendation of Governor 
General Wood, revised the law, strengthened the safeguards of 
the sinking funds, and limited the investment of these funds 
to securities of the government of the Philippine Islands or of 
the Government of the United States. 

May I add that these Filipino bonds, by act of Congress, 
can be used as a bond for Federal deposits in the United 
States? There can be no question now but that the opinion 
of the Solicitor General of the United States, saying that 
we are morally obligated to make these bonds which the 
Filipino government has sold to American investors good, 
and that the matter of their payment. incidental to com­
plete independence, should have prime consideration. 

I thank the Senator for the opportunity to make this 
statement. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I thank the Senator for 
his valuable contribution to the debate. I agree fully that 
our relation with the Philippines is such that there must be 
resting upon us a very solemn obligation regarding those 
particular issues. 

Mr. President, the editor of the Washington Post was mis­
led, as so many casual readers of the Constitution are, by 
the apparently clear language of the disposing clause. A 
little while ago, in a colloquy with the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. FEssJ. I spoke about how important it is always to ob­
serve the guarded language used by the court wherever 
the disposing clause is relied upon at all as justification for a 
proposed act. In this decision of Chief Justice Taney he 
quotes a much-cited decision of Chief Justice Marshall. 
Chief Justice Marshall's decision is one to which I have 
noted reference time and time again in connection with the 
written or spoken debate on the pending matter. Please 
note what Chief Justice Taney has to say about it. He first 
quotes Chief Justice Marshall's decision. which is as follows: 

In the meantime, F1orida continues to be a Territory of the 
United States, governed by that clause of the Constitution which 
empowers Congress to make all needful rules and regulations re­
specting the Territory or other property of the United States-

If the decision had stopped there. we would have to admit 
at once th~.t the court had held that the disposing clause 
was sufficient reason for the particular government -which 
was placed over Florida. But it goes on: 

Perhaps the power of governing a Territory belonging to the 
United States, which has not, by becoming a State, acquired the 
means of self-government, may result necessarily from the facts 
that 1t is not within the jurisdiction of any particular State and 
is within the power and jurisdiction of the United btates. The 
right to gnvem may be the inevitable consequence of the right 
to acquire territory. Whichever may be the source from which 
the power is derived, the possession of it is unquestionable. 

I do not see how anybody can fail to see that Chief Justice 
Marshall was quite unwilling to found the Government of 
Florida upon so unstable a thing as the disposing clause of 
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the Constitution, and therefore he gave other reasons, and 
wound up by saying: 

Whichever may be the source from which the power is derived, 
the possession of it is unquestionable. 

This is Chief Justice Taney's comment, as appears on 
page 443: 

It is thus clear, from the whole opinion on this point, that 
the court did not mean to decide whether the power was derived 
from the clause in the Constitution or was the necessary conse­
quence of the right to acquire. They do decide that the power 
in Congress is unquestionable, and in this we entirely concur, 
and nothing will be found in this opinion to the contrary. The 
power stands firmly on the latter alternative put by the court-­
that is, as "the inevitable consequence of the right to acquire 
territory." 

And what still more clearly demonstrates that the court 
did not mean to decide the question, but leave it open for 
future consideration, is the fact that the case was decided in 
the circuit court by Mr. Justice Johnson, and his decision 
was affirmed by the Supreme Court. 

I am not going to cite that, but it is found in a note on 
page 517 of First Peters and is a remarkably clear disserta­
tion on the right of government over acquired territory. I 
think it is well worth reading. 

I turn now to page 446 of Mr. Justice Taney's decision 
where he said: 

This brings us to examine by what provision of the Constitu­
tion the present Federal Government under its delegated and 
restricted powers is authorized to acquire territory outside of 
the original limits of the United States and what powers it may 
exercise therein over the personal property of the citizens of the 
United States while it remains a territory and until it shall be 
admitted as one of the States of the Union. 

We come now to something which ought to be somewhat 
consoling to the advocates of the pending measure. Mr. 
Justice Taney says: 

There is certainly no power given by the Constitution to the 
Federal Government to establish. or maintain colonies bordering 
on the United States or at a distance, to be ruled and governed 
at its own pleasure; nor to enlarge its territorial limits in any 
way, except by the admission of new States. That power is 
plainly given; and if a new State is admitted, it needs no further 
legislation by Congress, because the Constitution itself defines 
the relative rights and powers, and duties of the State, and the 
citizens of the State, and the Federal Government. But no power 
is given to acquire a territory to be held and governed perma­
nently in that character. 

I contribute this, Mr. President, to the proponents of the 
pending measure to give them some consolation. 

Mr. Justice Taney continues: 
And indeed the power exercised by Congress to acquire terri­

tory and establish a government there, according to its own un­
limited discretion, was viewed with great jealousy by the leading 
statesmen of the day. And in the Federalist (No. 38), written 
by Mr. Madison, he speaks of the acquisition of the Northwestern 
Territory by the confederated States, by the cession from Vir­
ginia, and the establishment of a government there, as an exer­
cise of power not warranted by the Articles of Confederation and 
dangerous to the liberties of the people. And he urges the adop­
tion of the Constitution as a security and safeguard against such 
an exercise of power. 

We do not mean, however, to question the power of Congress 
in this respect. The power to expand the territory of the United 
States by the admission of new States is plainly given; and in 
the construction of this power by all the departments of the 
Government it has been held to authorize the acquisition of ter­
ritory not fit for admission at the time but to be admitted as 
soon as its population and situation would entitle it to admission. 
It is acquired to become a State and not to be heM as a colony 
and governed by Congress with absolute authority and as the 
propriety of admitting a new State is committed to the sound 
discretion of Congress, the power to acquire territory for that 
purpose, to be held by the United States until it is in a sUitable 
condition to become a State upon an equal footing with the other 
Stat es, must rest upon the same discretion. It ls a question for 
the political department of the Government and not the judicial; 
and whatever the political department of the Government shall 
recognize as within the limits of the United States, the judicial 
department is also bound to recognize and to administer in it 
the laws of the United States, so far as they apply and to main­
tain in the Territory the authority and rights of the Government, 
and also the personal rights and rights of property of individual 
citizens, as secured by the Constitution. All we mean to say on 
this point is that, as there is no express regulation in the Consti­
tution defining the power which the General Government may 
exercise over the person or property of a citizen in a Territory 
thus acquired, the court must necessarily look to the provisions 

and principles of the Constiution and Its distribution of powers 
for the rules and principles by which its decision must be 
governed. 

I can see no possible objection to the doctrine that, if we 
admit the right to acquire territory, we have the right to 
govern it. We do not need to discuss the question of right 
to acquire territory. We did that last week, pointing out 
Mr. Jefferson's reluctance to acquire the Louisiana Terri­
tory. There can be no doubt in my mind that the right to 
acquire, once admitted. carries with it the right to govern. 
It was not necessary to have any disposing clause in the 
Constitution as regards the territory which might be ac­
quired in later days, because under the implied right to ac­
quire there necessarily follows the right to govern. The rules 
and regulations which were spoken of in the clause and 
which were to satisfy Justice Taney must have relation, as 
he states, to some specific territory, and undoubtedly that 
was the Northwest Territory. 

I quote further from Taney: 
Taking this rule to guide us, it may be safely assumed that 

citizens of the United States who migrate ·to a territory belonging 
to the people of the United States, can not be ruled as mere colo­
nists, dependent upon the will of the General Government, and to 
be governed by any laws it may think proper to impose. The prin­
ciple upon which our governments rest, and upon which alone 
they continue to exist, is the union of States, sovereign and inde­
pendent within their own limits in their internal and domestic 
concerns, and bound together as one people by a General Govern­
ment, possessing certain enumerated and restricted powers, dele­
gated to it by the people of the several States, and exercising 
supreme authority within the scope of the powers granted to it, 
throughout the dominion of the United States. A power, there­
fore, in the General Government to obtain and hold colonies and 
dependent territories, over which they might legislate without re­
striction, would be inconsistent with its own existence in its pres­
ent form. Whatever it acquires, it acquires for the benefit of the 
people of the several States who created it. It is their trustee act­
ing for them, and charged with the duty of promoting the inter­
ests of the whole people of the Union in the exercise of the pow­
ers specifically granted. 

At the time when the Territory in question was obtained by 
cession from France it contained no population fit to be associated 
together and admitted as a State; and it therefore was absolutely 
necessary to hold possession of it, as a Territory belonging to the 
United States, until it was settled and inhabited by a civilized 
community capable of self-government, and in a condition to be 
admitted on equal terms with the other States as a member of 
the Union. But, as we have before said, it was acquired by the 
General Government, as the representative and trustee of the 
people of the United States, and it must therefore be held in that 
character for their common and equal benefit; for it was the 
people of the several States, acting through their agent and 
representative, the Federal Government, who in fact acquired the 
Territory in question, and the Government holds it for their com­
mon use until it shall be associated with the other States as a 
member of the Union. 

If that had been written with particular reference to the 
Philippines it could not be more definite and more positive. 
When we took the Philippines and entered into the treaty 
with Spain, we were acting as the agents of the people of the 
United States. The ownership of the Philippines is in the 
people. We have no more right to alienate sovereignty over 
the Philippines than an attorney at law would have to deed 
away the property of his client without having explicit power 
from his client so to do. We are, as Mr. Justice Taney said, 
" the representative and trustee of the people of the United 
States." 

This vast territory in the Pacific does not belong to the 
Senators from New York and New Jersey, Michigan, Georgia, 
and other States. This territory belongs to the sovereign 
people, the people of the United States, and until they dele­
gate authority by constitutional amendment to this body to 
act for them, we have no right to presume to alienate sov­
ereignty and dispose of that territory. 

But until that time arrives-

Mr. Justice Taney says-
it is undoubtedly necessary that some government should be 
established in order to organize society and to protect the inhabit­
ants in their persons and property; and as the people of the 
United States could act in this matter only through the govern­
ment which represented them and through which they spoke and 
acted when the Territory was obtained, it was not only within 
the scope of its powers but it was its duty to pass such laws 
and establish such a government as would enable those })Y whose 
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authority they acted to reap the advantages anticipated from its 
acquisition and to gather there a population which would enable 
it to assume the position to which it was destined among the 
States of the Union. 

That is the destiny of the Philippines as I see it. This 
property is to be held until such time as the Con~ess de­
termines that it is fit to be incorporated into the United 
States and become a State of the Union or several States 
of the Union. That is the one thing that can be done. If 
we do not want to do that, we ought not to preserve them 
for ever and ever as colonies, but ought to ask the people 
of the United States to delegate to Congress the power to 
alienate sovereignty. 

Mr. Justice Taney then proceeds: 
The power to acquire necessarily carries with it the power to 

preserve and apply to the purposes for which it was acquired. 
The form of government to be established necessarily rested in 
the discretion of Congress. It was their duty to establish the one 
that would be best suited for the protection and security of the 
citizens of the United States and other inhabitants who might 
be authorized to take up thei.r abode there, and that must always 
depend upon the existing condition of the Territory, as to the 
number and character of its inhabitants, and their situation in 
the Territory. In some cases a government consisting of persons 
appointed by the Federal Government, would best subserve the 
interests of the Territory when the inhabitants were few and scat­
tered and new to one another. In other instances, it would be 
more advisable to commit the powers of self-government to the 
people who had settled in the Territory, as being the most com­
petent to determine what was best .for their own interests. But 
some form of civil authority would be absolutely necessary to 
organize and preserve civilized society and prepare it to become a 
state, and what is the best form must always depend on the con­
dition of the Territory at the time, and the choice of the mode 
must depend upon the exercise of a discretionary power by Con­
gress, acting within the scope of its constitutional authority, and 
not infringing upon the rights of person or rights of property 
of the citizen who might go there to reside, or for any other 
lawful purpose. It was acquired by the exercise of this discretion, 
and it must be held and governed in like manner until it is fitted 
to be a state. 

Mr. President, how could any principle be more clearly 
defined to the people of the United States than that which 
Mr. Chief Justice Taney has outlined in this famous deci­
sion. It points clearly to the path of duty, and I hope that 
the words of the Chief Justice will be pondered by all those 
who are interested. 

I do not wish to pass from this decision without quoting 
briefly from the opinion of Mr. Justice Campbell, who con­
curred in Chief Justice Taney's opinion. I tum to the middle 
of page 510 to begin my brief quotation from Mr. Justice 
Campbell. He makes reference here to the Farmer's Let­
ters written by John Dickinson in opposition to the Eng­
lish ministerial measures. 

It will be recalled that in 1767-I think that was the 
year-these letters had much to do with the repeal of the 
stamp act. They are charming letters, and, if Senators 
will forgive me for being schoolmasterish for a moment, th~y 
will recall the opening paragraph of the first letter, in which 
the author says: 

I am a farmer, settled, after a variety of events, near the banks 
of the River Delaware in the Province of Pennsylvania. I received 
a liberal education and have been engaged in the busy scenes of 
life but am now convinced that a man may be as happy without 
bustle as with it. Being generally a master of my time, I spent 
a good deal of it in my library, which I think a most valuable part 
of my small estate, and have acquired, I believe, a greater knowl­
edge of history and of the laws and Constitution of my country 
than is generally attained by men of my class. 

Mr. Justice Campbell said: 
The author of the Farmer's Letters, so famous in the ante­

Revolutionary history, thus states the argument made by the 
American loyalists in favor of the claim of the British Parllament 
to legislate in all cases whatever over the Colonies: "It has been 
urged with great vehemence against us," he says, "and it seems 
to be thought their fort by our adversaries, that a power of regu­
lation is a power of legislation; and a power of legislation, if con­
stitutional, must be universal and supreme, in the utmost sense 
of the word. It is, therefore, concluded that the Colonies, by ac­
knowledging the power of regulation, acknowledged every other 
power." 

This sophism imposed upon a portion o~ the patriots of that 
day. Chief Justice Marshall, in his Life of Washington, says: 
" That many of the best-informed men in Massachusetts had per­
haps adopted the opinion of the parliamentary right of internal 
government over the Colonies; that the English statute book 
furnishes many instances of its exercise; that in no case recol-

lected was their authority openly controverted "; and " that the 
General Court of Massachusetts, on a late occasion, openly recog­
nized the principle." 

But the more eminent men of Massachusetts rejected it; and 
another patriot of the time employs the instance to warn us 
of "the stealth with which oppression approaches," and "the 
enormities toward which precedents travel." And the people 
of the United States, as we have seen, appealed to the last argu­
ment rather than acquiesce in their authority. Could it have 
been the purpose of Washington and his illustrious associates, 
by the use of ambiguous, equivocal, and expansive words, such 
as "rules," "regulations," "territory," to reestablish in the Con­
stitution of their country that fort which had been prostrated 
amid the toils and with the sufferings and sacrifices of seven 
years of war? Are these words to be understood as the Norths, 
the Grenvilles, Hllisboroughs, Hutchinsons, and Dunmores-in a 
word, as George III would have understood them--or are we to 
look for their interpretation to Patrick Henry or Samuel Adams, 
to Jefferson, and Jay, and Dickinson; to the sage Franklin, or to 
Hamilton, who from his early manhood was engaged in combat­
ing British construction of . such words? We know that the reso­
lution of Congress of 1780 contemplated t hat the new States to 
be formed under their recommendation were to have the same 
rights of sovereignty, freedom, and independence as the old. 
That every resolution, cession, compact, and ordinance of the 
States observed the same liberal principle. That the Union 
of the Constitution is a union formed of equal States; and 
that new States, when admitted, were to enter " this Union." Had 
another union been proposed in " any pointed manner " it 
would have encountered not only " strong " but successful oppo­
sition. The disunion between Great Britain and her Colonies 
originated in the antipathy of the latter to " rules and regula­
tions " made by a remote power respecting their internal policy. 
In forming the Constitution, this fact was ever present in the 
minds of its authors. 

The people were assured by their most trusted statesmen " that 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Government is limited to cert ain 
enumerated objects, which concern all members of the Republic," 
and "that the local or municipal authorities form distinct por­
tions of supremacy, no more subject within their respective spheres 
to the general authority, than the general authority is subject to 
them within its own sphere!' Still, this did not content them. 
Under the lead of Hancock, and Samuel Adams, of Patrick Henry 
and George Mason, they demanded an explicit declaration that 
no more power was to be exercised than they had delegated. And 
the ninth and tenth amendments to the Constitution were de­
signed to include the reserved rights of the States, and the people, 
within all the sanctions of that instrument, and to bind the au­
thorities, State and Federal, by the judicial oath it prescribes, to 
their recognition and observance. It is probable, therefore, that 
the supreme and irresponsible power, which is now claimed for 
Congress over boundless territories, the use of which can not 
fail to react upon the political system of the States, to its subver­
sion, was ever within the contemplation of the statesmen who 
conducted the counsels of the people in the formation of this 
Constitution? When the questions that came to the surface upon 
the acquisition of Louisiana were presented to the mind of Jeffer­
son, he -wrote: " I had rather ask an enlargement of power from 
the Nation, where it is found necessary, than to assume it by a 
construction which would make our powers boundless. Our pe­
culiar security is in the possession of a written Constitution. Let 
us not make it blank paper by construction. I say the same as 
to the opinion of those who consider t he grant of the treaty­
making power as boundless. If it is, then we have no Constit u­
tion. If it has bounds, they can be no others than the definitions 
of the powers which that instrument gives. It specifies and 
delineates the operations permitted to the Federal Government, 
and gives powers necessary to carry them into execution." The 
publication of the journals of the Federal convention in 1819, 
of the debates reported by Mr. Madison in 1840, and the mass of 
private correspondence of the early statesmen before and since, 
enable us to approach the discussion of the aims of those who 
made the Constitution, with some insight and confidence. 

I do not see how we can turn from that reasoning and be 
loyal American citizens. This Congress has no more power 
than is delegated to it by the people. These great exponents 
of the Constitution have made that clear. Every high­
school student knows it; it is taught everywhere; and yet, 
with no delegation of power to the Congress, it is gravely 
proposed, Mr. President, that we should turn adrift the 
Philippines. I can not understand it. To me it is one of 
the most amazing experiences of life. When the case is so 
clear-cut, so definite, so conclusive, and is founded on the 
decisions of the great Justices of our great court, I can not 
understand how Senators can be willing apparently to dis­
regard the plain facts and situation as it is and to seek to 
alienate sovereignty without having the power to do it. 

Quoting further from Mr. Justice Campbell-he says: 
I have endeavored with the assistance of these to find a solution 

for the grave and difHcult question involved in this inquiry. My 
opinion is that the claim for Congress of supreme power 1n the 
Territories, under the grant to "dispose of and make all needful 
rules and regulations respecting territory:' 1s not supported by the 
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historical evidence drawn from the Revolution, the confederation. 
or the deliberations which preceded the ratification of the Federal 
Constitution. 

I purposely added to the extensive quotation from Mr. 
Chief Justice Taney these words of Mr. Justice Campbell 
in order that it might be shown that there is no difference 
of judicial opinion as regards this great question. I read 
further from the opinion of Mr. Justice Campbell: 

The Ordinance of 1787 depended upon the action of the Con­
gress of the Confederation, the assent of the State of Virginia, 
and the acquiescence of the people who recognized the validity 
of that plea of necessity which supported so many of the acts of 
the governments of that time; and the Federal Government ac­
cepted the ord.inance as a recognized and valid engagement of the 
Confederation. 

In referring to the precedents of 1798 and 1800, I find the 
Constitution was plainly violated by the invasion of the rights of 
a sovereign State, both of soil and jurisdiction; and in reference 
to that of 1804, the wisest statesmen protested against it, and the 
President more than doubted its policy and the power of the 
Government. 

Mr. John Quincy Adams, at a late:r period, says of the last act, 
"that the President found Congress mounted to the pitch of pass­
Ing those acts, without inquiring where they acquired the au­
thority, and he conquered his own scruples as they had done 
theirs." But this court can not undertake for themselves the 
same conquest. They acknowledge that our peculiar security is in 
the possession of a written Constitution, and they can not make 
it blank paper by construction. 

They look to Its delineation of the operations of the Federal 
Government, and they must not exceed the limits it marks out, 
in their administration. The court have said "the Congress can 
not exercise municipal Jurisdiction, sovereignty, or eminent do­
main within the limits of a State or elsewhere, beyond what has 
been delegated." We are then to find the authority for supreme 
power in the Territories in the Constitution. What are the 
limits upon the operations of a government invested with legis­
lative, executive, and judiciary powers, and charged with the 
power to dispose of and to make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting a vast public domain? The feudal system would have 
recognized the claim made on behalf of the Federal Government 
for supreme power over persons and things in the Territories, 
as an incident to this title-that is, the title to dispose of and 
make rules and regulations respect.ing it. 

And so, Mr. President, as I see it, we are going back to 
the feudal system for the power to alienate sovereignty-a 
power which certainly has not been given us by any delega­
tion from the American people. 

The Norman lawyers of William the Conqueror would have 
yielded an implicit assent to the doctrine that a supreme sov­
ereignty is an inseparable incident to a grant to dispose of and 
to make all needful rules and regulations respecting the public 
domain. 

There is a temptation to repeat that to make clear the 
meaning, the sting of those words: 

The Norman lawyers of William the Conqueror would have 
yielded an implicit assent to the doctrine that a supreme sov­
ereignty is an inseparable incident to a grant to dispose of and 
to make all needful rules and regulations respecting the public 
domain. 

But an American patriot, in contrasting the European and 
American systems, may affirm "that European sovereigns give 
lands to their colonists, but reserve to themselves a power to 
control their property, liberty, and privileges; but the American 
Government sells the lands belonging to the people of the several 
States (i. e., United States) to their citizens, who are already in 
the possession of personal and political rights, which the Gov­
ernment did not give and can not take away." And the advo­
cates for Government sovereignty in the Territories have been 
compelled to abate a portion of the pretensions originally made 
in its behalf, and to admit that the constitutional prohibitions 
upon Congress operate in the Territories. But a constitutional 
prohibition is not requisite to ascertain a limitation upon the 
authority of the several departments of the Federal Government. 
Nor are the States or people restrained by any enumeration or 
definition of their rights or liberties. 

To impair or diminish either the department must produce 
an authority from the people themselves, in their Constitution; 
and, as we have seen, a power to make rules and regulation~ 
respecting the public domain does not confer a municipal sov­
ereignty over persons and things upon it. But as this is" thought 
their fort" by our adversaries, I propose a more definite exami­
nation of it. We have seen Congress does not dispose of or make 
rules and regulations respecting domain belonging to themselves 
but belonging to the United States. 

These conferred on their mandatory, Congress, authority to dis­
pose of the territory which belonged to them in common; and 
to accomplish that object beneficially and effectually they gave 

Consequently, the power to make rules and regulations, from 
the nature of the subject, 1s restricted to such administrative 
a.nd conservatory acts as are needful for the preservation of the 
publ.ic domain, and its preparation for sale or disposition. The 
system of land surveys; the reservations for schools, internal 
improvements, military sites, and public buildings; the preemption 
claims of settlers; the establishment of land offices, and boards of 
inquiry, to determine the validity of land titles; the modes of 
entry, and sale, and of conferring titles; the protection of the 
lands from trespass and waste; the partition of the public domain 
into municipal subdivisions, having reference to the erection of 
Territorial governments and States; and perhaps the selection, 
under their authority, of suitable laws for the protection of the 
settlers, until there may be a sufficient number of them to form a 
self-sustaining municipal government--these important rules and 
regulations will sufficiently illustrate the scope and operation of 
the third section of the fourth article of the Constitution. 

Mr. President, how can we get away from that? 
I do not see how the Washington Post or anybody in pub­

lic or private life can contend for a moment that the dis­
posing clause of the Constitution is sufficient to justify the 
release of sovereignty. It just can not be done in that way. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to make one more refer­
ence to the book on Philippine Constitutional Law of my old 
friend Mr. Justice Malcolm, associate justice of the Supreme 
Court of the Philippine Islands, and professor of public law 
in the University of the Philippines. This, by the way, 
happens to be a presentation copy which be sent me some 
years ago. 

I regard him as the great authority on this particular 
subject. I am sorry that he reaches a conclusion which 
is in opposition to the one I hold; but, nevertheless, I respect 
him greatly. 

On page 169 of his book he says: 
Turning to the legal pilases, no valid objection to a cession of 

the Philippines can be seen. Of course, it is true that there is 
no express provision of the Constitution authorizing a transfer 
of territory in the possession of the United States to another 
power. 

There is a concession that in his opinion there is nothing 
in the Constitution which authorizes such a transfer of 
sovereignty as we are talking about now. 

He says, further: 
No precedent can be pointed to in which the United States 

alienated territory indisputably its own to another country. The 
most that has been done has be~n to make certain adjustments 
of boundaries and to remove any cloud to the title of the United 
States to the region in question. But neither was there an article 
in the Constitution authorizing acquisition of territory, and 
neither was there a precedent when Louisiana was purchased, but 
yet acquisition 1s recognized as an inherent attribute of the 
American Government. 

If sovereignty permits the United States to secure additional 
domain, conversely, the same correlative right of sovereignty must 
permit the United States to dispose of its territory. If the Presi­
dent can initiate a treaty to annex territory and the Senate can 
approve the treaty, obviously the President and the Senate can, 
by the same means, cede territory. While acquisition is nat­
urally more pleasing to imperialistic patriotism than cession, the 
latter is legally just as constitutional. The higher law of na­
tional expediency, benefits, or necessity must govern the dealings 
of one country with another. As the United States Supreme Court 
has said: " It certainly was intended to confer upon the Govern­
ment the power of self-preservation." What other great nations 
have done, the United States can do. 

As this is yet merely an academic question, decisive authority 
is lacking. One line of cases has suggested that the authoriza­
tion of the State within which the territory is situated would 
have to be obtained before cession of political jurisdiction could 
be made to a foreign power. As other authorities have refuted 
the theory, the stand is made stronger for territory like the Phil­
ippines, which is not within the boundaries of any State. But 
this question is beside the point as to the Philippines. 

Neither is the argument of Mr. Justice White in Downes v. 
Bidwell applicable because that concerned territory which 1s " an 
integral part of the United States," and the Philippines have been 
held by the United States Supreme Court to be an unincorporated 
territory, thereby conceding in a way that because of their status 
the Philippines might be sold or traded. 

I should have to dispute the particular interpretation 
which Mr. Justice Malcolm has placed upon the language of 
Mr. Justice White, but it is of no particular moment in the 
argument which I am hoping to make in a moment regard­
ing it. 

an authority to make suitable rules and regulations respecting it. Moreover, in the same series of cases, Mr. Justice Brown re­
When the power of disposition is fulfilled the authority to make marked that, when territory is" once acquired by treaty, it belongs 
rules and regulations terminates, for it attaches only upon terri-l to the United States, and 1s subject to the disposition of Con-
tory "belonging to the United States." ~ress." 
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But the question before the court tn the Insular cases did not 

directly decide the point under consideration for the Philippines. 
We gain a little light when we find that several treaties con­

cerning boundary disput-es have surrendered areas claimed by the 
United States to foreign powers, even going so far as to make use 
of words of cession. Outside of this we also find legislative opin­
ion, judicial dicta, and textbook conclusion. 

Thus, when the Federal Constitution was before the convention 
of the State of Virginia for ratification, Gov. Edmund Randolph, 
opposing a proposed amendment regulating treaties ceding, con­
tracting, restraining. or suspending the territorial rights or claims 
of the United States, said: "There is no power in the Constitution 
to cede any part of the territories .of the United States." But 
when the treaty for the Louisiana Purchase was before Congress, 
Mr. Nicholson, speaking for the administration, said: "The terri­
tory was purchased by the United States in their confederate 
capacity and may be disposed of by them at their pleasure." 
Again, when Edward Everett, then Governor of Massachusetts, 
confidentially asked the opinion of Mr. Justice Story concerning a 
resolution of the Massachusetts Legislature, in which it was de­
clared that no power delegated to the Constitution of the United 
States authorized the Government to cede to a foreign nation any 
territory lying within the limits of a State of the Union, Mr. 
Justice Story, in his reply, recalled a conversation previously had 
on the subject with Mr. Chief Justice Marshall. "He was," said 
Mr. Justice Story, "unequivocally of the opinion that the treaty­
making power did extend to cases of cession of territory, though 
he would not undertake to say that it could extend to all cases; 
yet he did not doubt 1t must be construed to extend to some." 

Of course, he was talking about a cession of territory to 
straighten out boundaries-an entirely different thing from 
the alienation of sovereignty. 

Finally, an argument could be put forth, predicated on the 
clause of the Constitution empowering Congress "to dispose of" 
territory. 

Doctor Willoughby, in his standard treatise on the Constitution, 
after a review of the authorities and of the principles underlying 
them, expresses the opinion that "the United States has, through 
its treaty-making organ, the constitutional power, in cases of 
necessity, to alienate a portion of, or the entire territory of a State 
or States. The same reasoning which supports the power of the 
United States as a sovereign power in international relations to 
annex territories is sufficient to sustain its power to part with 
them, even should the area so parted with be a part of one of the 
States or include one or more of them. 

Although other corroborative authority could be cited, it would 
seem more logical and consistent" to base the right of the United 
States to alienate unincorporated territory on the fundamental 
principle of sovereignty, reinforced to an extent by the very fact 
that territory in this position is not yet a part of the United 
States. 

That quotation from Malcolm covers the whole case so 
far as any argument can be brought forth to justify the 
pending measure; but you see how guarded the language is. 
Mr. Justice Malcolm realizes and says that so far as the 
disposing clause is concerned, there is nothing to that; and. 
so far as I am concerned, I am satisfied that the only way 
we could dispose of unincorporated territory, the unincorpo­
rated Philippine Islands, would be by treaty with a power 
equal to ours. By treaty it might be done. But we can 
not make a treaty with ourselves. We can not make a 
treaty with the Filipinos, because they are our people. 
There is no coordinate power with which we can deal. 

Mr. President, in all frankness, with the testimony of these 
great jurists before us, how can we think for a moment of 
alienating sovereignty over the Philippines? By treaty with 
another power, perhaps, in case of a calamitous war, cer­
tainly by treaty, the Philippines or any other territory could 
be ceded. 

As I have studied the problems involved, I have become 
convinced that we could incorporate them, when the time 
came, and admit them to statehood, or we could tmn to the 
American people and ask them to delegate the power to us 
to justify granting the Filipinos their freedom,. as is pro­
posed by the bills before us. 

When the Filipinos have their freedom I want them to 
have the whole grant. I do not want it to come through 
sordidness or selfishness. I want it to come because of the 
genuine desire of the liberty-loving people of the United 
States to pass on to our friends across the Pacific the same 
degree of liberty which we possess. 

Mr. President, I realize that these bills will be brought 
together in some form and a measure will be enacted. But 
I have thought it my duty, in view of the study I have given 
the subject, to express the conviction which I have, that 
we have no right under the Constitution to pass such a. law. 

Mr. SCHALL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a wire from John Brandt, presi­
dent Land O'Lakes Creameries, Minneapolis, Minn., pertain­
ing to the Philippine independence bill now under con­
sideration. 

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

MINNEAPOLIS, Mli"'lN., December 13, 1932. 
THOMAS D. SCHALL, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
Would not favor passage of Philippine bill unless provisions pro­

vide tariff take effect immediately. Four years from now may not 
do any good. Tariff on all imports, foreign oils, and fats should 
be raised to point where they Will actually protect American 
farmer. Protection more essential than independence. 

JOHN BRANDT, 
Land O'Lakes Creameries. 

TROOPS AT CAMPS STEPHEN D. LITTLE AND HARRY J. JONES 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I submit a resolution, and 
ask for its present consideration. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk will report the 
resolution for the information of the Senate. 

The resolution <S. Res. 306) was read, as follows: 
Senate Resolution 306 

Whereas under section 315 of the legislative appropriation act, 
approved June 30, 1932 (Public, No. 212), "the President 1s 
authorized, during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1933, to restrict 
the transfer of officers and enlisted men of the military and naval 
forces from one post or station to another post or station to the 
greatest extent consistent with the public interest"; and 

Whereas the purpose of said section was to effect economies in 
the way of limiting the amount to be expended on travel by and 
within the military and naval forces; and 

Whereas the Secretary of War has issued orders for the removal 
o! troops from Camp Stephen D. Little and Camp Harry J. Jones, 
Ariz., thereby incurring a needless travel expense and imposing 
an additional charge on the United States Treasury, all of which 
is inconsistent with the intent and purpose of section 315 of said 
act; and 

Whereas in addition to imposing an extra burden of expense on 
the Treasury in contravention of said act, the removal of said 
troops from Camp Stephen D. Little and Camp Harry J. Jones 
will withdraw from the cities of Nogales and Douglas, Ariz., a 
substantial pay roll upon which these two communities greatly 
depend for their present commercial existence; and 

Whereas the removal of said troops, by reason of the conse­
quential loss of said pay roll, will make the present deplorable 
conditions in said cities more desperate and will make necessary 
additional drains on the Treasury through the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation for direct relief: Now, therefore, be tt 

Resolved, That the Secretary of War be and is hereby requested 
to direct that the troops heretofore stationed at Camp Stephen D. 
Little and Camp Harry J. Jones be retained at said posts and that 
all orders for the transfer of said troops be rescinded. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it is the expressed desire of 
the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. REED] to be 
pl'esent when that matter is brought up for consideration, 
and therefore, in his absence, I object. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Then let the resolution go over under the 
rule. 

Tile PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will go over 
under the rule. 

Mr. McNARY. Should not the resolution be referred to 
the standing committee having general jurisdiction? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair thinks that the 
resolution would in the usual course go to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I would prefer to have it go over under 
the rule. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator asks for im­
mediate consideration and objection is made, the resolution 
will go over under the rule; and objection having been made, 
that order will be entered. 
INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS OF MILITARY MEDICINE AND PHARMACY 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President, I suppose this is a bad 
time for me to ask anything from the Senate, having oc­
cupied so much of the time of the Senate to-day, but on 
the table is Senate Joint Resolution 217. authorizing the 
President to invite the International Congress of Military 
Medicine and Pharmacy to hold its eighth congress in the 
United states in 1935. They are to meet in Madrid in 
January. 
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This is an organization of men devoted to building up 

methods of protection of the people in the case of warfare. 
The joint resolution involves the expenditure of no money. 
I have spoken to the chairman of the Committee on For­
eign Relations about it. It is important to have it passed 
now, because it is a joint resolution and must go to the 
House, and it is necessary to get the invitation across the 
water by the 1st of January. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, when this matter was first 
called to the attention of the Senate on yesterday, some 
Senator on the Democratic side objected to its immediate 
consideration. 

Mr. COPELAND. It was the senior Senator from Mon­
tana [Mr. WALSH] who did not want what appeared to be a 
filibuster going on. He had no interest in this matter. 

Mr. McNARY. I see the Senator from Montana present. 
I was going to object if he had not come into the Chamber. 

Mr. COPELA-'ND. I am very confident the Senator from 
Montana has no objection. The Senator said to me yesterday 
he had no interest in the matter. Does the Senator have 
any objection? 

and the tie that binds minister to the universal brotherhood 
of men and the spiritual uplift of the world. In Jesus' 
name. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. Craven, its principal 

clerk, announced that the Senate had agreed to the amend­
ments of the House to bills of the Senate of the following 
titles: 

S. 4023. An act providirig for the closing of barber shops 
one day in every seven in the District of Columbia; and 

S. 4123. An act to amend the District of Columbia traffic 
acts, as amended. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed . 
without amendment a concurrent resolution of the House 
of the following title: 
. H. Con. Res. 42. Concurrent resolution amending section 6 
of the House concurrent resolution establishing the United 
States Roanoke Colony Commission. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is referring to the INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 
joint resolution spoken of yesterday? Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, from the Committee on Appro-

Mr. COPELAND. Yes. priations, reported the bill (H. R. 13710) making appropria-
Mr. WALSH of Montan..'l. I have no objection to its tions for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year 

passage. ending June 30, 1934, and for other purposes <Rept. No. 
Mr. McNARY. Does the joint resolution carry an appro- 1792), which was read a first and second time, and, with the 

priation? accompanying papers, referred to the Committee of the 
Mr. COPELAND. It carries no appropriation. Whole House on the state of the Union and ordered printed. 
Mr. McNARY. I have no objection. Mr. THATCHER reserved all points of order. 
There being no Objection, the joint resolution WaS Ordered THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN RAILROADS AND OTHER FORMS OF 

to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and TRANSPORTATION 
passed, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the United States is author- Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
!zed to invite the International congress of Military Medicine and to extend my remarks in the RECORD by printing therein 
Pharmacy to hold its eighth congress in the United States in 1935. some remarks I made over the radio on the problems of 

FOREIGN DEBTS transportation. 
M HARRISON M p .d t I . t· th t t 1

1 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 

r. · ~· res1 en • give no Ice a o- gentleman from Texas? 
morrow, on the convenmg of the Senate, I shall occupy the There was no objection 
time of the Senate for a brief period to speak on the foreign Mr" RAYBURN. Mr. s·peaker, under the leave to extend 

deMbts. M NARY Im d. t 1 th . f th my remarks in the REcoRD I include the following: r. c . me 1a e y on e converung o e · 
Senate? RADIO ADDRESS OF HON. SAM RAYBURN, OF TEXAS, CHAIRMAN OF THE 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, SATURDAY, 
Mr. HARRISON. Yes. oCToBER s, 1sa2 

RECESS Our modern system of transportation is highly developed and 
very complicated. It is the result of hundreds of generations of 

Mr. McNARY. I move that the Senate take a recess until human experience. If we go back through the ages far enough 
12 o'clock to-morrow. we come to a time when man possessed nothing but his hands 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 4 o'clock with which to get food, to protect himself, and to satisfy his 
needs. The first men who began in that situation had to learn 

and 55 minutes p.m. ) took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, everything for themselves. By slow experience and long effort we 
December 16, 1932, at 12 o'clock meridian. have continued to learn. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 15, 1932 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Rev. John . Compton Ball, pastor of the Metropolitan 

Baptist Church, Washington, D. C., offered the following 
prayer: 

We thank Thee, 0 God, for the beauty of this day. That 
after days of storm and gloom the physical sun has dissi­
pated the clouds and flooded the land with the glory of its 
light, and we pray that so may the sunshine of Thy blessed 
presence pierce all clouds of depression and doubt and flood 
our hearts with the glory of hope and happiness. 0 God, 
hasten the day when prosperity shall reign and homes ring 
with the songs of happy mothers and the laughter of well­
nourished children. To this end bless this House of Repre­
sentatives. Give to our Speaker and every Member wisdom 
from on high that Thy will may be done in the government 
of our country. 

Hear our prayer for the nations over the sea that they 
may not lose their sense of gratitude, and with equal fervor 
we plead that we may not lose our sense of grace. May 
"hands across the sea" be clasped in gratitude and grace, 

When the first tool was invented we do not know. What it was 
we can not conjecture. But every tool, however simple, had to 
be invented. Each tool or device we now have grew out of an 
earlier invention, and each would have been impossible but for 
the discoveries which went before it. We could go back to where 
there would be no one to build a cart because no one had in­
vented a wheel. A few thousand years ago there were no sailors 
to pilot people across the seas because no ships had been built. 
Perhaps the earliest transportation by water consisted of merely 
floating downstream on driftwood or on a log. Experience and 
skill were acquired in guiding the drifting timber. Then came 
efforts to stabilize the log, and finally there was developed a raft, 
a canoe, the small boat, and the use of oars. Men learned to go 
upstream as well as down. For generations they hugged the shore 
of the mainland. Finally sails were attached to boats. About 
5,000 years ago sailboats began to put out to sea. We know 
that Egyptians had sailing shlps during the twenty-eighth century 
before Christ. 

In the late eighteenth century there were an astonishing num­
ber of inventions. At first it was thought that the new ma­
chinery would be run by water power. James Watt took the 
lead in developing a steam engine. He labored from 1763 to 
1819. In 1785 steam was first used to run spinning machines in 
a factory at Popplewick in Nottingharnshire. The tremendous 
development of labor-saving machinery and the use of steam in 
supplying the power increased the volume of goods to where trans­
portation became one of the most important problems of the 
nineteenth century. 

With improvement in seagoing vessels and the opening up of 
markets in new countries, the problem of transportation within 
a particular country became all-absorbing. West of the Appa­
lachian Mountains a whole continent pregnant with limitless 
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resources beckons to the hardy pioneer. These frontiersmen rap­
idly occupied the land along every navigable stream. River boats 
were developed and steam applied to their operation. Canals 
were dug, opening up fertile lands which had not been favored by 
nature _with water transportation. Hard-surfaced roads were built 
at tremendous sacrifice. Covered wagons, canal boats, river craft 
of every description, appeared in answer to the insistent demand 
for transportation. Still there were fertile plains which could not 
be reached by any kind of water transport. Their expanse was 
so great that transportation on hard-surfaced roads with wagon 
and teams became prohibitive in cost. Those with the hardihood 
to preempt the virgin soil of the West found themselves practi­
cally cut off from civilization except for an annual excursion with 
pack animals or the lumbering oxcart. Thomas Jefferson thought 
it would take a thousand years to occupy all the land acquired by 
the Louisiana Purchase. 

About 1830 came the application of steam to transportation. 
The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad four years ago in the Fair of the 
Iron Horse set forth in a most dramatic way the early beginnings 
ln the development of-rail transportation. At first it was believed 
that railroads would merely supplement water transport on canals 
and navigable streams. By 1850 the railroad demonstrated its 
superiority to all other means of transportation. The infant rail­
road industry was opposed by canal companies and by those en­
gaged in transport on the highways. Toll companies and livery­
stable operators made common cause with the canal companies 
in fighting the new railroads. 

The railroad was rt-.pidly used to tie the Pacific to the Atlantic, 
to bind the new possessions acquired from Mexico to the rest of 
the country, and to bring to the markets of the world grain and 
cotton grown in the heart of the American continent. So rapid 
was our development as a result of rail transportation that at the 
outbreak of the World War 35,000,000 of our people were using 
machinery and labor-saving devices in producing goods that had 
a market value of more than $25,000,000,000 a year. Contrast this 
great output supporting nearly 100,000,000 people with the pro­
duction carried on by the Indians when America was discovered. 
The Indians had the same gifts of nature that we now enjoy. 
With their economy they could sustain only 500,000 people. To-d.ay, 
by reason of rapid transportation, Americans are able to utilize 
their manifold machinery to bring from nature's storehouse goods 
sufficient to sustain more than 100,000,000 people. 

The American economy, the American industrial development, 
the American civilization is based upon rapid transportation of 
goods. The very life of cities, of farms, of ranches remote from 
water transportation depends upon rail transport. Our second 
largest city, Chicago, would be a small lake port without the net­
work of railroads spreading to the West, the South, and the East. 
Rail transportation has transformed Baltimore, Philadelphia, New 
York, and Boston from rambling salt-water towns to the fairest 
cities of human history. By reason of rapid transportation cities 
like Dallas, Omaha, Kansas City, Denver, Salt Lake City, and a 
hundred others have been built where a few years ago the wild 
beasts of the plains roamed undisturbed. 

It was inevitable that grave economic and political problems 
should appear as by-products of so rapid a development. We 
were so eager to get the railroads that the public lavished its 
credit and gifts of the public lands to hasten railway construction. 
Greedy and selfish men took advantage of the situation. There 
were the railway scandals of the Grant administration reaching 
even to the Cabinet of the President of the United States, as 
shocking as the more recent scandals in connection with the 
oil industry which flowered in the Cabinet of President Harding. 

Such abuses called for correction~ Moreover, by 1870 1t was 
apparent that railroad transportation had become essentially 
monopolistic. Competition can not be relied upon to regulate a 
business which is in character a monopoly, and where competition 
brings evils of cutthroat discrimination and receiverships of such 
magnitude as to precipitate financial panics nation-wide in scope. 
In 1887 the Congress passed the act to regulate commerce. This 
was directed toward the most apparent evils that had grown out of 
irresponsible individualism applied to an industry which was mo­
nopolistic in character. John H. Reagan, of Texas, was the leader, 
who perhaps had more to do with framing the act of 1887 than 
any other Member of Congress. 

In 1920 when the railroads after the war were turned back to 
their owners, the transportation act was written as an amendment 
to the act to regulate commerce. The purposes that lay behind 
that legislation were to protect the shippers from being charged all 
the traffic would bear; to protect employees in their bargaining 
power with giant corporations enjoying monopoly privileges; to 
assure that the public would benefit from economies effected by 
the management; and to maintain adequate transportation for 
every American community. To protect the wage earners, particu­
larly in their rights to bargain collectively and toward assuring 
continuous service, there was provided the labor board for which 
Congress later substituted the board of mediation; to insure con­
tinuous traffic on the weak lines there was a provision for cOn­
solidation of the weak with the strong lines; to assure the country 
that there would be an adequate transportation system, capital 
was promised a rate structure which would be devised by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and which would yield a fair 
return on the fair value of the railroad properties; and as a device 
to prevent some exceptionally located carrier from making exces­
sive profits it was provided that one-half of the earnings of a par­
ticular corporation in a given year above the fair return should be 
recaptured into the Treasury of the United States to be used for 
purposes defined in the law. 

Since the transportation act of 1920 became law there have been 
revolutionary changes in our transportation situation. In 1920 we 
were dealing with the railroads as monopolies. In 1932 they have 
ceased to have a monopoly. New and competing forms of trans­
portation have been developed during the last few years. We have 
built in this country tens of thousands of miles of hard-surfaced 
roads. In many instances we have paralleled our railroads with 
our new highways. There have appeared upon these highways 
great fleets of trucks, busses, and millions of privately owned cars. 
Congress has expended many millions of dollars in flood control, 
and incidentally in improving our navigable streams to where it 
is more economical to transport by water some commodities which 
are nonperishable and which do not call for rapid movement. Pipe 
lines for the transport of oil have become almost transcontinental 
in their extent. Other pipe lines for the transport of natural gas 
now constitute a well-nigh transcontinental system. Still others 
are being utilized for moving gasoline over long distances. Again 
we have developed our power industry to where electricity is sent 
by copper wire from generating plant to cgnsumer at great dis­
tances, thus cutting down the necessity for moving much coal by 
rail. Finally, transport by air is becoming increasingly important 
in moving passengers and the most valuable express packages. The 
telephone, the telegraph, and the radio supplement and make effec­
tive these new and competing forms of transportation. 

All this means that the act to regulate commerce, as tt has been 
amended, must-be further amended. In recognition of this revo­
lutionary development we shall have to deal with the railroads 
in the future not as altogether monopolistic but only as partially 
so, or as possessing monopoly privileges only in certain particulars. 
We must recognize the new and competing forms of transporta­
tion and subject them likewise in so far as necessary to congres­
sional regulation as we were forced to regulate the railroads when 
they became important in interstate commerce. 

There is one school of thought which would u5e the power of 
Congress to retard the development and use of the new means of 
transport. There is another school which would likewise use con­
gressional power through inaction of government to let the new 
forms of transport run wild, as it were, and engage in all the 
practices of discrimination between individuals and localities 
which have been condemned and forbidden in rail transportation 
and disregard safety on the highways while enforcing strict and 
expensive regulation to assure safety on the steel highways. I do 
not agree with either of these extremes. The power_ of govern­
ment should never be used to put a legitimate competitor out of 
business. But it is the duty of government to place under similar 
reasonable regulation businesses that are competitive and where 
the public interest requires regulation. I do not believe that the 
Government should lend its power to suppress a new and develop­
ing labor-saving device merely to protect the profits of those en­
gaged in using an older form. On the other hand, I do not believe 
that the Government through its inaction or indifference should 
ignore the safety of person and property and leave without remedy 
the abuses and discrimination which may be as prolific among those 
engaged in the new forms of transport as formerly they -were 
among the railroads. The people of this country are entitled to 
the most economical and convenient method of transporting their 
goods. The new forms of transport must be given a fair chance, 
but they should not be unduly subsidized at public expense. The 
railroads must be protected from unfair discrimination without 
being given an undue advantage over their competitors. On 
June 21 I introduced a bill to regulate busses and trucks in 
interstate commerce. I expect to ask for hearings on that bill 
at the short session, and I am hopeful that Congress may act 
upon it. 

I can see nothing at present which indicates that the railroads 
will become obsolete. In fact, the new and competing forms of 
transport appear to me to be largely supplementary to our rail­
roads. Only in minor cases will they be able to supplant the rail­
roads. The highways, pipe lines, new boat lines, and airways will 
make unnecessary the construction of additional trackage which 
otherwise would have been built. Apparently, most of the existing 
trackage, particularly the main stems, will be needed indefinitely. 
With further development of the country, we will need both the 
new forms of transport and our railroads, and the railroads will 
find themselves busy and prosperous. 

The present plight of the railroads is due only in part to the 
appearance of the new and competing forms of transport. The 
greatest immediate difficulty has been the present financial depres­
sion. That is more serious than it first appeared, because it has 
turned out to be the result of a mistaken policy on the part of our 
Government; unwise traffic laws, complete neglect of markets for 
agricultural products, a deliberate and conscious diversion of the 
savings of the people into expanding industrial plants for foreign 
markets which were artificially created by lending our people's 
money abroad-all has resulted in a dislocation of the factors of 
production in this country, which will require time to readjust. 
As a consequence car loadings on the railroads are the lowest in 
many years. Farmers are getting only 7 per cent of the value of 
the national income instead of 15 per cent of a few years ago, 
though they are producing about the same quantity of goods as 
before. That has destroyed their purchasing power to such an 
extent that many of our factories have had to close down. For 
example, manufacturers of farm machinery have been running in 
recent months only 15 per cent normal capacity. With more wis­
dom in national affairs, the railroads will find themselves with 
increasing business. 
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It is not sufficient for the Government merely to lend money to 

the railroads. The taxpayers in this country can not be expected 
indefinitely to carry the deficits of those corporations. Yet to per­
mit the railroads to go into receiverships will affect the insurance 
companies and the savings banks to such an extent as to bring 
our country disaster as great as that of losing a major war. The 
mere lending of money by the Government is a palliative; it is 
treating the symptoms. Something more fundamental must be 
done. 

First, we must win back our foreign markets for agricultural 
products and readjust our production and distribution on a basis 
which will enable our manufacturers and farmers to prosper to­
gether. Second, in regulating the means of interstate commerce 
we must recognize that the railroads have ceased to ha~e a mo­
nopoly in transportation. Our interest in wage earners must in­
clude those who work in the new and competing agencies of 
transport As a government we must not limit our interest in 
the workers to any one group. We must insist upon reasonable 
hours, decent working conditions, devices for safety of person, 
and fair wages for workers in the new and developing lines of 
transportation along with those on the railroads. Our views as 
to consolidation will have to be revised in the light of changed 
conditions. The weak lines of railroad which we hoped to save 
through consolidating them with strong lines under the act of 
1920 have in many instances already been scrapped. In som.e 
instances the consolidations which we desired have been effected. 
In many other cases a hard-surfaced road with trucks and busses 
has reached out to the communities which 10 or 12 years ago 
were wholly dependent upon a weak railroad. The consolidations 
should not merely call for preserving service on weak railroads 
but should enable the transportation companies to experiment in 
coordinating the various agencies of transportation so as to sell 
the shippers and passengers the transportation they want at the 
time they want it at the lowest rate which would be fair to all 
interests. That does not mean that the railroads should be given 
a monopoly of transportation with a view to strangling the new 
and competing forms. 

The holding company properly regulated will be a device for 
effecting such experimentation until its success is demonstrated, 
when complete amalgamation and consolidation would logically 
follow. The holding company heretofore has been used, not only 
for such purposes but we have found upon inquiry that it has 
also been utilized to get around the law, to in:fiate capitalization, 
and to thwart the policies of the Government. The people of this 
country want such abuses stopped and they want the opportunity 
for irresponsible exploitation to be taken away from men who 
think more of their own power than they do of the public welfare. 

do not have that money in cash; they spent it for terminals, new· 
locomotives, grade crossings, and the like, which are now not being 
used to their capacity. 

The committee of which I am chairman last spring reported out 
a bill to repeal the recapture provision of section 15 (a) and to 
rewrite the rate-making provision of that section. This bill is 
now on the calendar of the House of Representatives and it will 
no doubt receive careful consideration of the Congress at the com­
ing short session. 

Our legislation with reference to transportation must be con­
structive. We rely upon private initiative to develop the most 
economical means of transporting our goods. It is the business 
of Government to see that those with initiative and leadership are 
protected in the enjoyment of the fruits of their services to hu­
manity and that the public is protected from the abuses which are 
incident to the imperfections of human nature and which creep 
into large enterprises for the reason that human beings are not 
all perfect either in their capacity to judge or in their estimate 
of their duty to their fellowmen. Every group in our country, the 
farmer, the manufacturer, those engaged in transportation and 
finance, must prosper together. Unless there is fair play and 
mutual advantage and the opportunity for all to achieve a fair 
income every group will in the end suffer. Our economic rela­
tions have become so interdependent that we must go up together 
or go down together. It is the business of Government to protect, 
to correct, and in certain instances to stimulate; but there must 
be reliance upon the individual for actual performance. 

/.rREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATION BILL 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 

itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of the bill <H. R. 
13520) making appropriations for the Treasury and Post 
Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, 
and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 13520, with Mr. McMILLAN in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the 

gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] to strike out the 
enacting clause; and on that question a division has been 
demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were-ayes 0, noes 18. 
So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

The committee of which I am chairman held hearings on a bill 
to regulate railroad holding companies at the long session of the 
present Congress and reported the bill favorably. It is now on 
the calendar of the House of Representatives, and it is my ex­
pectation that this bill will pass during the coming short session. 
When Congress permitted railroads to consolidate with the ap­
proval of the Interstate Commerce Commission, it was not con­
templated that one financial interest should acquire two or more For the inland transportation of mail by aircraft, under con­
railroads through the device of a holding company without saying tract as authorized by law, and for the incidental expenses thereof, 
anything to the Interstate Commerce Commission about it. To including not to exceed $27,500 for supervisory officials and clerks 
permit that sort of thing is to render ineffective the attempt of at air mail transfer points, and not to exceed $34,000 for personal 
congress to regulate the consolidation of railroads in the public services in the District of Columbia and incidental and travel 
interest. The railroad holding company bill is designed to correct expenses, $19,000,000. 
this evil and to force holding companies that own two or more Mr. EATON of Colorado. :Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
railroads to make public through the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission their accounts and to get the authorization of the com- out the last word. 
mission before they issue securities based on their ownership of Mr. Chairman, in the hearings upon the air mail there 
railroads. was some colloquy between tl:e Assistant Postmaster Gen-

When we looked upon the railroads as complete monopolies, ~e 1 d thr b f th b ·tte t din t 
understood that rates which would be reasonable for all of them era an ee mem ers 0 e su comm1 e en g o 
would permit some of them to make more than a reasonable show what has been said is a prejudice on the part of the 
return. Congress therefore provided for recapture of what were committee members towards certain air mail routes. I am 
termed "excess earnings"; that is, a recovery into the Treasury quite sure there is no prejudice on the part of the members 
of the United States of one-half of the excess above 5% per cent of the committee, and that the mere fact that after the last 
earned any year on fair value. This money as received was to be 
loaned to the weaker railroads. This provision has become obso- appropriation was made one route was reestablished and 
lete, first, because the railroads are no longer in the position of two or three new routes added does not indicate any desire 
complete monopoly. Second, because experience has shown that on the part of the committee toward directing the Post 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, with all the money and 
facilities furnished by Congress can not evaluate the railroads, Office Department to stop these operations. I ask the chair-
compute the earnings, and collect the excess within any reason- man of the committee-
able time. Again, the recapture of these earnings which were Mr. BYRNS. I will say to the gentleman that I am quite 
enjoyed before 1929 by particular railroads, if enforced, would put sure I speak for the entire committee with positive as­
most of such roads into receivership. The Government of the 
United States is loaning large sums of money to some of these surance when I say there is no element of prejudice which 
very roads or affiliated systems to keep them out of bankruptcy. entered the minds of any of us with reference to action 
Wouldn't it be the height of folly to loan them money from the upon this particular item or any other item in the bill 
Treasury of the United States to prevent bankruptcy and then "th t 
to ask the Attorney General to institute legal proceedings based Wl respect O any appropriation or any activity of the 
upon earnings for a particular year before 1929 which would re- service. We try to look at this from the standpoint of the 
suit in receivership if the Attorney General should succeed in his taxpayer and the Treasury and the best results to be ob-
effort? tained. 

I am therefore in favor of repealing the recapture provision of M EATON f c 1 d I t• f th d 
section 15 (a) of the act of 1920, and a revision of the rate-making r. O O ora o. no ICe rom e recommen a-
section thereof. Recapture can be accomplished only after long, tion and the amount contained in the bill that $1,000,000 
bitter, and expensive lawsuits, in which the railroads would assert was cut off from the amount recommended by the Post 
that the sum they had earned was far less than claim~d by . the Office Department. The recommendation of the depart-
commission. Why go through all that expense and futile l1t1ga- . . . 
tion when we know that if the Government were successful it ment was $20,000,000, the proposed appropriation 1S $19,-
would merely force the railroads into receivership? The railroads 

1 
000,000, bringing it down to the same figure that was origi-
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nally appropriated by the House last year. I understand, gentleman who has been a Member of the United States 
from speaking with members of the committee, it is ex- Senate for a long time was very instrumental in having that 
pected the Post Office Department will spread this $19,- done. 
000,000 over the entire service in accordance with their own Mr. THOMASON. Will the gentleman yield for me to 
administrative program. ask the chairman of the committee a question? 

Mr. BYRNS. I will say to the gentleman, with reference Mr. EATON of Colorado. I yield. 
to the reduction to which he refers, that the estimate was Mr. THOMASON. Does this reduction in the appropria-
tor $20,000,000. The appropriation carried for the present tion for air mail contemplate putting into effect the recom­
year is $19,460,000. The House last year adopted an appro- mendations of Professor Crain to the Post Office Committee 
priation of $19,000,000. When it went to the Senate, despite for the abandonment of the air mail route between Fort 
its great claim for economy, it put on $460,000 and ear- Worth and El Paso? If it does, I am opposed to the reduced 
marked it for two projects, one of which was to restore appropriation and desire to be heard. 
night service upon the line from Los Angeles to Salt Lake, Mr. BYRNS. No; the committee did not take up the ques­
which had been cut out voluntarily by the Postmaster Gen- tions of routes or the abandonment of any existing projects. 
eral upon the theory that it was not justified in-any sense Mr. THOMASON. Then, as I. understand you, the appro­
of the word. The Postmaster General was very emphatic priation is to be spread out over existing lines? 
in his statement to the committee during the hearings that Mr. BYRNS. It is to be used by the Postmaster General 
it was not justified, and even in the recent hearings said in carrying .9n the service. That is a matter addressed to 
that in his opinion it was not justified; but the Senate his discretion. We make the appropriation, and the Post­
put that on and then earmarks were taken off, and finally master General makes the contracts. 
after repeated conferences it was agreed to. Mr. EATON of Colorado. I am glad to have the explana-

The House felt this way about it: It did not care to in- tion by the chairman of the committee. It seemed to me 
crease this subsidy at this particular time. We were told that there would be no prejudice on the part of any of the 
there is going to be a new conference held either the last members of the Committee on Appropriations of the House, 
of this year or the first of next year between the Post- that they would not enter into the giving of special direc­
master General and these contractors and that there is a tion.s as to the actual operation of air mail routes. 
possibility that $600,000 may be saved as a result of this Mr. THATCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 
conference in reducing some of the rates. Of course, if Mr. EATON of Colorado. I yield. 
this $600,000 is saved, it is so much more that can be Mr. THATCHER. This is an administrative matter. 
applied to this particular service. This appropriation is not made for or against any lines in 

In addition to this, we felt that since the Senate, contrary operation or to be put into operation. The subcommittee 
to the action of the House and contrary to the recommenda- has believed that these matters ought to be left to the 
tions of the Postmaster General, had put this additional administrative officers of the Government. 
$460,000 on this appropriation, it was in a sense its own baby [Here the gavel fell.] 
and that it could take care of it if it wished to do so when ' The Clerk read as follows: 
the matter came up over there. We did not feel we were For the purchase, manufacture, and repair of mail bags and 
authorized in recommending anything else. other mail containers and attachments, mall locks, keys, chains, 

[Here the gavel fell.] tools, machinery, and material necessary for same, and for inci-
Mr. EATON Of Colorado. Mr. Chai·rman, I ask unanimous dental expenses pertaining thereto; also material, machinery, and 

tools necessary for the manufacture and repair in the eqUipment 
consent to proceed for five additional minutes. shops at Washington, D. c., of such other equipment for the 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the Postal Service as may be deemed expedient; for compensation to 
labor employed in the equipment shops at Washington, D. C., 

gentleman from Colorado? $900,000, of which not to exceed $550,000 may be expended for 
There was no objection. personal services in the District of Columbia: Provided, That out 
Mr. THOMASON. Will the gentleman yield for a ques- of this appropriation the Postmaster General is authorized to use 

as much of the sum, not exceeding $15,000, as may be deemed 
tion? necessary for the purchase of material and the manufacture in 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. May I first answer the state- the equipment shops of such small quantities of distinctive 
f T [Mr B ] ? equipments as may be reqUired by other executive departments; 

ment of the gentleman rom ennessee · YR.Ns • and for service in Alaska, Puerto Rico, Philippine Islands, Hawaii, 
Looking backward to what occurred during the year I or other island possessions. 

notice from the statement of the Second Assistant Post- Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
master General that he stated in the hearings in reference last word. The paragraph under consideration carries an 
to this route 34 that " Los Angeles is the largest producer of appropriation which has been drastically reduced, by almost 
air mail,'' and he said that "we would have had to spend 33% per cent, from the amount carried in existing law. A 
that money on route 34 out of Los Angeles, because the reading of the paragraph would lead one to believe that the 
mail volume was growing so fast that some additional service expense is somewhat constant. Last year we appropriated 
was necessary." I read the citation from the hearings, $1,450,000, and this year the committee recommends $900,-
page 158. 000. The Budget also made a recommendation for a decided 

I did not mean to stir up any controversy over the estab- cut, but the committee went even $50,000 beyond the recom­
llshment of any new routes, but I did hope that ~he attitude mendation of the Budget. Can the chairman of the com­
of the committee was that the $19,000,000 was mtended to mittee inform the House the reason for this inordinate· cut 
be spread over all the service of air mail and t~~t they did over the appropriation last year, for what must obviously 
not reduce the request of the ~epartment a milhon dollars be current expenditures? 
for the expres~ purpose of c~ttmg out the Los. Angel?s and I Mr. BYRNS. One main reason is the fact that the price 
Salt Lake serVIce. I would like to ask the chairman if that of canvas has been greatly reduced and it is not the pur-
. th ? ' 
1S e reason· . pose of the department to manufacture as many mail bags 

Mr. BYRNS. ~o. We cut It down, because th:e Postmaster next year as were manufactured this year. I think they 
General made this state~ent befo.re ~he committee. I read limit it now to about 350,000. My recollection of the testi­
from page 20 o_f the hearmgs on this bill. He says: mony is that they have about 17,000,000 of these bags. 

Now that we have a direct line from Los Angeles and southern These bags last on an average of from 12 to 16 years, and 
points through Albuquerque and Kansas City east, the mall des- the normal requirements are about 1,000,000 a year,· but it tined to New York is not routed through Salt Lake City any 
more. That is what made Mr. Glover and me think that this is stated that they really only needed this excess quantity 
service is not an essential service and that the money could be at certain periods of the year, like the Christmas holidays. 
more profitably spent some place else. The committee felt, and I think the department felt, that 

In spite of what Mr. Brown said somebody ordered the on account of the reduction in the cost of material, canvas, 
route continued. I may say that I do not want to violate it was possible to reduce the number to be manufactured 
the rules of the House, but it is said that a very distinguished! and save this money. 
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Mr. STAFFORD. I assume from the gentleman's state- that is a severe penalty, and, so far as promotions are 

ment th..llt the Postal Service has an oversupply of equipment concerned, we ought to terminate that section of the econ-
m the form of mail bags. amy act here and now. 

Mr. BYRNS. I would not say that they have an over- Another question that should merit our consideration at 
supply in normal times, but they have with the present this time is a recommendation that emanated from the 
amount of mail being handled. Postmaster General. In his letter to Senator BINGHAM he 

Mr. STAFFORD. For the present postal needs by reason said that for a long time it had been the policy of the Post 
of the depressed business conditions. Office Department to administer, as a disciplinary measure. 

Mr. BYRNS. Yes. demotion for a short period of time to certain employees of 
Mr. STAFFORD. From the gentleman's statement I the Post Office Department. By reason of the interpretation 

would not be surprised if even for the fiscal year 1935 this on the part of the Comptroller General a post-office employee 
amount would be justified also. who is demerited by reduction to a lower grade finds it 

Mr. BYRNS. I think the gentleman is correct. impossible under the law to return to his proper grade, even 
Mr. STAFFORD. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. when the disciplinary action on the part of the Postmaster 
The Clerk read as follows: General has been satisfied. So, in order to equalize the 
SEc. 4. The provisions of the following sections of Part II of penalties inflicted by the economy law, in order to alleviate 

the legislative appropriation act, fiscal year 1933, are hereby this injustice to the younger men in the service, to those who 
continued in full force and effect during the fiscal year ending have been demerited, those who have been temporarily 
June 30, 1934, namely, sections 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, demoted, I believe this section should be stricken from the 
108, 109, 112, 201, 205, 206, 211, 214, 304, 315, 317, 318, and 323, bill 
and, for the purpose of continuing such sections, in the application · 
of such sections with respect to the fiscal year ending June 30, Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, we have come to that part 
1934, the figures " 19?3 " shall be read as " 1934 "; the figures of the bill which is going to be subject to a great deal of 
"1934 "; as "1935 "; and the figures "1935" as "1936 ", and, controversy in connection with its consideration. I think 
in the case of section 102, the figures " 1932 " shall be read as 
"1933 ": Provided, That if any provisions of such sections, or the we should have a very clear understanding of these amend-
application thereof to any person or circumstances, is held in- ments as they are proposed because I understand quite a 
valid, the remainder of the sections, and the application of the number will be offered. At the outset let me say that there 
provisions thereof to other persons or circumstances, shall not be will not be a single amendment proposed which will not to 
affected thereby: Provided further, That all acts or parts of acts 
inconsistent or in conflict with the provisions of such sections some extent increase the appropriations carried in this bill. 
are hereby suspended during. the period in which such sections I think that ought to be understood by the Congress and it 
are in effect: Provided further, That no court of the United States ought to be understood by the country. 
shall have jurisdiction of any suit against the United States or Whenever any one of these amendments is adopted we 
(unless brought by the United States) against any ofiicer, agency, 
or instrumentality of the United States arising out of the appli- are voting to increase the appropriations carried in this bill, 
cation, as provided in this section, of such sections 101, 102, 103, appropriations which have already been eliminated at the 
104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 109, or 112, unless such suit involves the instance of the Budget, and by the committee, anticipating 
Constitution of the United States. 

that the Congress at this session would do what it did at 
Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- the last session and continue the so-called economy bill. 

ment, which I send to the desk. I think it is pretty well understood by all the membership 
The Clerk read as follows: that I was not at all in sympathy with much that was pro-
Amendment offered by Mr. MEAD: Page 65, line 22, strike out posed by the Economy Committee. There were a number 

the figures " 201." of its recommendations with which I could not and did not 
. Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, this amendment to strike out agree, but referring particularly to the question of reduc­

section 201 of the so-called economy act would strike out tions of salaries, my own idea was that we should have re­
the section which prohibits promotions earned either by duced those salaries, beginning at a fixed point which was 
length of service or by being assigned a higher-salaried considered sufficient for living purposes, and then to in­
position. According to the information· submitted by the crease, on a graduated scale, the amount of the percentage 
Economy Committee at the last session of congress, the of reduction up into the higher salaries. For that reason 
restoration of these earned promotions would involve an I was opposed to the furlough system and voted against it, 
expenditure in the Postal Service of approximately $1,000,- but the House adopted it and the Congress adopted it, and 
000. It was the intention of the Economy Committee, and therefore· your committee, when it came to consider what 
perhaps of the House and Senate, to levy an equal and it should do with reference to its recommendation to the 
just reduction in the salary of all the employees of the House for the next fiscal .year, felt that it ought to recom­
Federal Government, but in the case of the employee in mend to this House and to the Congress a continuance of the 
the lower grade, in the case of an employee who had been provisions which passed by a large majority only at the 
demoted by his supervisor, we would have in effect a severe last session. 
penalty. For illustration, the average postal employee in Now, this particular amendment seeks to strike out section 
the maximum grade in the city post office suffered a loss 201 which is intended to prohibit temporarily, and not per­
of approximately $175 a year, but a postal employee in one manently, automatic promotions. It was the theory of the 
of the automatic grades, for example in the fifth grade, Economy Committee at the last session, and I agreed with 
suffered an additional loss of $100 that year by reason of it in that respect, that since we were reducing salaries and 
the fact that his automatic promotion was denied him. proposed to reduce most or all of the salaries, it would put 
He likewise suffered a similar loss for the five years while us in an indefensible attitude to increase some 12,000 salaries 
he is in the automatic grades, providing the economy act in the sum of $100, and that therefore these automatic in­
is repealed after one year, because each year that he was creases should not take place during this year, and we have 
in the $1,700 class he receives no promotion, and the next now recommended that they not take place next year. I 
year when he would have attained the $1,800 class he loses submit that we can hardly go before the country and say 
an additional $100 because he fi_nds himself in the $1,700 that we have cut down and reduced the salaries of thou­
class. The following year he finds himself in a class that sands of employees of this country and in the same breath 
is paid $100 lower than it would have been had the economy increased the salary of any official of this Government. 
bill never been pass~d. and so the average loss of an em- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ten-
ployee in the automatic grades is the loss sustained by the -nessee has expired. 
average employee in the maximum grade plus the number Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
of years that he must work to attain the maximum grade in to proceed for five-additional minutes. 
his particular class. So the loss sustained by the postal The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
employee in the lower or fifth grade averages approximately There was no objection. 
$700 providing the economy bill applies to promotions for Mr. BYRNS. I do not want to take up time, but I want 
the duration of but one year; and I say to you, gentlemen, to make this plain in my opening statement with reference 
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to this recommendation by the committee. If you adopt this 
amendment, you not only automatically increase some 12,000 
postal employees in the country but you automatically in­
crease a number of thousand employees in nearly every other 
department of the Government, and the Bureau of the Bud­
get told us it means nearly $4,000,000 which will have to be 
added to the Treasury Department expenditures for 1934, for 
that is the sum that the Director of the Budget recommended 
be reduced in this appropriation, and that is the sum that 
your committee, accepting the recommendation of the Bu­
reau of the Budget, accepted, and reduced the appropriation. 
Now, if this section is stricken out, we must add to this bill 
somewhere, somehow, the sum of $4,000,000, and the tax­
payers of this country have to make up the difference. 

Now, it does seem to me, regardless of the question of 
whether there ought to be a reduction or not-and I know 
there is a sharp difference of opinion, an honest difference of 
opinion upon the part of many Members of this House with 
reference to the question of reduction-it does seem to me 
that no Member of the House ought to be asking at this 
time, when the large cities of this country throughout the 
country are reducing salaries, for an increase in the salary 
of anybody. That is what this means. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BYRNS. I yield. 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. We understand the gen­

tleman's position, and I know he is perfectly sincere in it. 
The gentleman admits that the working out of the un­
precedented furlough system ha.s resulted in injustices. Is 
it going to be the attitude of the gentleman to oppose the 
correction of admitted injustices in this experimental legis­
lation? 

Mr. BYRNS. Well, I say I hope we can climb that hill 
when we come to it. I would not want to say in advance 
that I would personally oppose any amendment that was 
offered, because I would first want to see the amendment. 
But I have no objection to saying to the gentleman that it 
is my present belief that we ought to go very slow and be 
very deliberate and very careful about changing the present 
law upon the subject. I understand there are a great many 
injustices and inequalities, so claimed by those who propose 
them, but it was adopted last year at the instance of the 
Economy Committee, and this House, after very thorough 
consideration of the whole subject, adopted it. It has been 
construed by the Comptroller General. The departments 
now know how to construe it, ·and if you once enter into the 
question of changing that law here, and try to meet the 
views of some individual Member of Congress, you will open 
a Pandora's box, and you do not know what will happen. 
Therefore it seems to me that even though it may entail 
some sacrifice on the part of some employee who is working 
for his Government and yours, we ought to continue this 
for one year more, because you know the President of the 
United States not only recommended a continuance of the 
economy provisions just as they were passed by this House 
for this year, but in addition thereto, a week or so ago sent 
down an additional estimate in which he recommended that 
there be superimposed upon these reductions an 11 per cent 
reduction with a $1,000 exemption. 

Mr. MAAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BYRNS. I yield. 
Mr. MAAS. What would be the gentleman's position 

with reference to an amendment which would permit those 
who, for disciplinary reasons, have been reduced, to be rein­
stated? I have a case in mind where an employee merely 
referred to an inspector as "a suspecter," and he was re­
duced $200. This year it will be $600. It was never in­
tended that he should be fined any such sum; and there are 
many other cases. 

Mr. BYRNS. In a case of that sort, this House can not 
sit here as a reviewing body. What do we know about the 
facts which the gentleman mentioned? I will believe any­
thing the gentleman says. 

Mr. MAAS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BYRNS. But how much does the gentleman know 

about it? It was passed upon by the postmaster and by 
the Post Office Department, and I do not see how we can sit 

here as a reviewing body of eve.ry little proposition that is 
brought before us. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, we are faced with the question as to 

whether or not we shall correct undoubted injustices in 
the operation of the furlough plan which was enacted at 
the last session. I congratulate the committee and the 
chairman on the fact that at least they stood against any 
further reductions in the wage standards of governmental 
employees. 

Last December I stated that if this Congress undertook 
to choose the downward course, it would drive us still far­
ther into this depression. I also stated that we would be 
faced with the prospect of going still farther this year. 
That recommendation has been made in several quarters. 
The committee has refused to follow such advice. They 
said, "We will stop here." 

In my estimation, we have been as though we were in an 
airplane in a nose dive. We have been accelerating the 
drop by every wage cut and every ruthless retrenchment. 
Now, some method must be evolved to stop the plane by 
using the controls and leveling out before we can reach the 
higher altitudes where there will be prosperity. Here is a 
decision at least that we are going to stop the decline, with 
a view to reaching higher and better standards for all 
Americans. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD] has brought 
one injustice to our attention. There are several others 
which should be remedied. No one in this Congress had any 
intention of penalizing employees who received less than 
$1,000. We said that if employees received less than that 
amount there would be no reduction, and yet substitutes in 
the service getting $400 a year or $500 a year have been 
obliged to pay 8% per cent of their salaries on account of 
the working of the economy bill. This should be corrected. 
There are special-delivery messengers in a pitiful position­
each one of them compelled to have an automobile, com­
pelled to keep up that automobile, running an average· 
mileage of 80 miles a day-and yet we have taken 8% per 
cent off their miserable pittance. The net figure in many 
cases is $20, $30, and $40 a month. There should be action 
on this injustice without delay. · 

In this deliberation we should be able to take these 
amendments as they are offered and act upon them, in all 
fairness, and yet not interfere with the general plan of the 
Appropriations Committee. 

I - believe this amendment of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MEAD] should be adopted. Then we will say that 
although we did penalize workers in the lower grades last 
year $100 in addition to the 8% per cent we are now going 
to stop it. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I yield. 
Mr. MEAD. The Postmaster General made the suggestion 

to the Appropriations Committee that we add the following 
proviso to the first sentence of section 202 : 

Provided further, That the restoration of employees to their 
former grade, or their advancement to intermediat e grades follow­
ing reductions of compensation for disciplinary reasons shall not 
be construed to be administration promotions for the purposes of 
this section. 

This evidently is the attitude of the administration, both 
on the part of the Postmaster General and the President; 
it is to correct seeming injustices. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Yes; it will not interfere 
with the program of the Appropriations Committee. I ap­
peal to the Members to look at these amendments as they 
are offered on the basis of their inherent justice, and to 
favor amendments that straighten out those things that are 
admitted by the department, by the gentleman from Ten­
nessee [Mr. BYRNs], and by all of us to be unwarranted even 
under conditions as they are to-day. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 
to the amendment offered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MkAD]. 
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· The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment to the amendment offered by Mr. MEAn, to be added 
to section 4, page 66, at the end thereof, line 20: "Provided fur­
ther, That sections 101 and 105 shall not apply to any employee 
unless the aggregate compensation earned by such employee shall 
exceed $83.33 per month. The provisions of this paragraph shall 
not operate so as to reduce the aggregate compensation paid any 
employee below $83.33 per month.'' 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
this amendment is not germane to the amendment to which 
it is offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is inclined to sustain the 
point of order. The Chair will state to the gentleman from 
New York that the pending amendment is solely to strike 
out certain figures in the bill. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No; if the Chairman please, the pend­
ing amendment strikes out of section 4 a paragraph referred 
to of another law, and my amendment carries a proviso in 
reference to the same law referred to by the gentleman's 
amendment. It does not strike out a section from this bill. 
It strikes out a section referred to in this section. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD] undertakes to 
strike out the section which relates to automatic increases, 
promotions in the service. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. BYRNS. Now, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 

LAGUARDIA] offers an amendment which relates to reduc­
tions of a different class of employees altogether. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But it is in the same section. 
Mr. BYRNS. And to a different section of the bill. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. No. 
Mr. BYRNS. And does not apply in any sense to sec­

tion 201. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. It is in the same section of the bill. 
Mr. BYRNS. Therefore it seems to me that it is not 

germane at the present time. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

Tennessee prefaces the proposition by stating that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MEAD] refers to another section. It refers to another sec­
tion in another law, but it is in the same section that the 
amendment which I now offer applies to. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McMILLAN). The Chair sustains 
the point of order on the ground that it is not germane to 
the amendment proposed by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. MEAD]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
BYRNS] makes the appeal that any amendment to-day would 
disturb the present appropriations. Surely this is no argu­
ment on the merits of the amendments which are offered 
to-day to cure injustices which have crept into the economy 
bill by reason of the way the bill was drawn. 

The amendment I just offered, and which will be offered 
again in the course of this afternoon, seeks only to correct 
a condition which was never intended by this House, and I 
want to ask the gentleman from Tennessee, and any Mem­
·ber here to-day, if when pleading for the so-called economy 
bill, he intended to reduce by 8% per cent the pay of any 
employee that amounted to $8, $9, or $10 a week? 

If there is any Member who wants to go on record that 
at the time of voting for that bill, when the $1,000 exemption 
was put in, he intended to reduce the pay of substitute 
carriers and clerks who are earning $10 or $7 or $8 a week, 
and intended that they should be included because they are 
paid at the rate of 65 cents an hour, then I will withdraw 
all my complaint and all my attempt to correct this injustice. 

This is manifestly true. I have spoken with a great many 
Members, and there is not a Member I have spoken to who 
has not said that that was not his intention, and I want to 
plead with the gentleman from Tennessee to correct this 
grave injustice. 

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman has expressed himself here­
tofore as being very much opposed to that provision of the 
economy bill which undertook to provide for a reduction of 
salary where a salary was being paid at the rate of $1,000. 
I want to ask the gentleman, even though the amendment 
should prevail and they should not be reduced, whether or 
not he thinks, regardless of his opinion as to reduction of 
salaries, that there ought· to be any increases of salaries 
provided for 1934, whether they are automatic or otherwise? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Increases? 
Mr. BYRNS. Yes; that is the plain proposition that is 

presented on this amendment, and I would like to have the 
gentleman's opinion about it. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am going to vote for the amend­
ment. The gentleman has talked about reduced commodity 
prices, and I say that is exactly what has ruined the 
country. 

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman has not answered my ques­
tion. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I shall be pleased to answer it. 
Mr. BYRNS. My question is whether the gentleman be­

lieves that under present conditions in his own great city of 
New York, where they are undertaking to reduce salaries by 
millions of dollars and where that question is now a subject 
of great controversy, and in view of the general condition of 
the country, Congress should increase the salary of any­
body, no matter who he is? That is what this amendment 
proposes to do. Will the gentleman answer that question? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Of course I will. The gentleman him­
self justifies these reductions and the refusal to increase 
salaries by reason of reduced commodity prices; and I say 
that we will have to bring up commodity prices, and if we 
bring up commodity prices we have got to bring up wages. 
That is the way to cure the situation in this country, and 
not the way that the gentleman is proposing. 

Mr. BYRNS. I still think the gentleman has not an­
swered my question. I ask the gentleman whether he 
thinks, when we are not increasing the salary of hundreds 
of thousands of employees, that 12,000 employees of the 
Government should be selected for an increase and the 
others not increased? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. No. 
Mr. BYRNS. Especially when the great majority of those 

whose salaries are not going to be increased are not receiving 
as much as those who will have their salaries automatically 
increased. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will say to the gentleman that the 
whole policy is a mistake. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­

sent to proceed for five additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 

the gentleman from New York? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. My objection is to the whole policy. 
Mr. BYRNS. I did not ask the gentleman about his 

objection. I asked whether he favored the increasing of 
12,000 employees of the Government under the circum­
stances I have stated, and it seems to me that is a very plain 
question, and my friend can answer it. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I answered the gentleman and stated I 
would vote for the amendment now before the House. I 
favor the increase for these 12,000 employees and I favor 
increases for all Federal employees and I favor increases for 
all workers who are producing the wealth of this country, 
I am opposed to tearing down wages and tearing down com­
modity prices and continuing the depression that we are now 
suffering under. Does that answer the gentleman? 

Mr. BYRNS. Let me now ask the gentleman this further 
question--

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 
Mr. BYRNS. Does the gentleman believe that if these 

salaries should be increased by the appropriations in this 
and in other bills over $3,900,000 by giving an automatic 
increase to some 12,000 employees in the Government service 
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'this would have any effect, one way or the other, upon 
commodity prices? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will say this with respect to the pol­
icy of the last Congress when responsible Members of the 
House-l do not know whether the gentleman was one of 
them or not-took the floor and solemnly told us this policy 
was for one year only. Even though it was for one year only, 
it had the psychological effect on the industry and commerce 
of this country that it was expected to have, and immediately 
thereafter 10 per cent reductions were put into effect in 
factories and in business generally all over this country.· I 
say yes, that was detrimental to the economic condition then 
existing, and your entire mistake is in bringing down com­
modity prices, bringing down wages, but keeping up interest 
rates. That is the trouble in this country and that is why 
this depression has continued. That is why the farmers in 
the gentleman's State are bankrupt and are being foreclosed 
and are being put in the position of tenant peasants. 

This is why we are opposing this proposition. I have said 
this many times. If it were the salaries of Government em­
ployees that were involved, then it would be another question, 
but this goes to the very basis of all our economic troubles, 
and at this very moment factories and employers generally 
all over the country are waiting for the approval of this bill 
to give their underpaid, partially employed employees another 
cut, and, gentlemen, this condition can not continue. The 
trouble is that everything is being reduced except interest 
rates. 

So that there may be no misgivings about this question, I 
will repeat, for the benefit of the gentleman from Tennessee, 
I expect to vote for the amendment now before the House. 

Mr. MEAD. If the gentleman will permit, if we carry to 
its logical conclusion the philosophy of those who would 
continue to reduce, we would balance the Budget at zero on 
both sides and we would find ourselves fiat on our backs, 
starving to death, and the only fruits of this economic pro­
gram would be wasted on additional unemployment, business 
losses, diminished savings, and we would just go from bad 
to worse. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And now you have suggested a sales 
tax. The picture is complete. If you can get any satisfac­
tion from such a program, you are welcome to it. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi­
tion to the amendment. I can not understand the logic of 
the gentleman from New York. He has made bold to state 
here that by reason of the action of Congress at the last 
session reducing the salaries it not only caused a general 
reduction of wages in· industry throughout the country but 
at the same time it reduced commodity prices. 

The fact is that every industry of any consequence in 
this country had lowered the salaries of its employees, not 
only once but most of them twice, before Congress took any 
action in lowering the salaries of the Federal employees. 

Carrying out the logic of these gentlemen in order to get 
at the depression, we should double or triple the wages of 
Federal employees. I can not understand that character of 
logic. It is trying to lift yourself over the fence by your 
bootstraps, a thing that can not be done. That the Federal 
employees, working for the best paymaster in the world, 
working less time, and doing less work, complain of this 
slight reduction in this period of depression is hard to under­
stand. 

In the campaign just closed, especially those who cam­
paigned in country districts, there was one thought para­
mount in the minds of the farmers, and that was that we 
should reduce the cost of government. You heard on every 
hand the question whether an honest attempt was going to 
be made to reduce the salaries of Federal employees. Had 
those who are trying to amend this bill been as industrious 
in trying to remedy the errors that crept into it as they were 
to defeat the whole bill, there would not be so much talk 
about it here to-day. 

But the attempt in this amendment to increase the appro­
priation by $4,000,000, not only by restoring the wages that 
have been reduced but increasing them, certainly can not 

meet with favor by any Member of this body who has any 
consideration whatever for the taxpayers of this country. 

It seems that we are considering everybody except the 
burdened taxpayers, the burdened borrowers of this country. 
It seems that we are paying more attention to those who do 
less for the Government than to anybody else. Now, I want 
to read a letter that I consider typical. It is from a gentle­
man in Aldie, Va., a historic place, the home of Monroe, and 
where good people live. The letter is as follows: 

ALDIE, VA., December 13, 1932. 
Ron. Wn.L R. WooD, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR Sm: This is a letter that will need but a minute to read 

and that requires no answer. I wish to thank you for your speech 
in the House yesterday on the question of salaries of Federal work­
ers. I know from personal observation and knowledge that what 
you say of the number of them uselessly and in these times 
wickedly employed is true. None of them were drafted for the 
jobs they hold; on the contrary, they made the lives of Senators, 
Representatives, and others miserable until they obtained these 
places. If they are not satisfied, nobody will hinder them from 
going back home. 

With reference to their salaries and hours, I beg to compare a 
recent experience of a farmer neighbor, Frank Williams, Aldie, Va. 
To try to avoid the sale of his home for taxes he hauled 10 cows 80 
miles for sale in Baltimore and received for them 1 Y2 cents per 
pound. Of course, the pitiful proceeds couldn't save the home, 
which is advertised for sale by the county treasurer. 

This man averages 12 hours of hard work .on week days the year 
round besides the usual farm chores (milking, feeding, etc.) on 
Sundays. If the Government clerks had a dose of this kind of life, 
they would stop whining about their salaries. 

Very respectfully yours, 
FLOYD W. HARRIS. 

That is typical of the condition of the farmers of this 
country, the men who work 12 hours a day and receive 
10 cents a bushel for their corn and 8 cents a bushel for 
their oats; and yet these clerks insistently and persistently 
are besieging Members of this House and the Senate with a 
plea not only not to reduce their salaries but to increase 
them. 

So I say that these clerks should be thankful, and instead 
of having their wages further reduced they should gracefully 
accept the proposal before us. For us to adopt the proposed 
amendment increasing salaries of 12,000 Federal employees 
is, to my mind, indefensible and unjustifiable. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. It was not my intention to speak on this particular 
item of the bill; but it seems to me some Members of my 
own party as well as some on the other side of the aisle have 
been going far afield when they undertake to carry out the 
recent edicts of the American people. I have some remem­
brance of having read somewhere in our own platform a 
plank calling for a reduction in Federal expenditures. I do 
not think there is anyone in this House who desires to see 
maintained a high wage standard for Federal employees 
and civilian employees more than I do. I believe in the 
dignity of labor and the majesty of toil and shall forever 
uphold an adequate and safe wage standard. I also desire 
to see the purchasing power of the dollar come back once 
more to where it was rather than for a dollar now to buy 
about four times a dollar's worth of labor, farmer's goods, 
and manufacturer's goods. 

If we are to have the purchasing power of the dollar 
restored, if we are to be able to maintain the wage stand­
ard in industry and that realized by the Federal employees, 
we must go to the fundamental evils in our general system 
of government and remove them. Let me say to the dis­
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] that 
we are not going to remedy them by standing in the way of 
every Federal economy. If we are to maintain our wage 
standards, if we are to bring back the purchasing power 
of the dollar, we must do things greater than come to the 
:floor of the House and stand in the way of economies in 
government. I am seriously considering at the proper time 
offering a motion to recommit this bill, directing the Com­
mittee on Appropriations to report it back with at least a 
25 per cent reduction on every item contained in it. 

I fully appreciate the fact that this great statesman from 
Tennessee [Mr. BYRNS] has materially reduced practically 
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every recommendation of our· President. He has done this, 
and in that respect carried out the will of the American 
people; but he has not gone far enough. I can not help 
recalling an instance in which a high Cabinet officer-the 
Postmaster General, I believe-only recently, according to 
the newspaper story, turned in eight automobiles from his 
department and then added $1,700 to the amount received in 
order to buy a great limousine to ride around in, only to 
find the space above his hat-his head was so large and his 
bat was even larger-in this great automobile inadequate 
to hold him; and when he found it inadequate, then he 
called upon the taxpayers to buy him one a little larger so 
as to give him a little more space, to let his head magnify 
a little more, to give his hat a little more space, so he 
could further high-hat the destitute of the American people. 
My friends, do you believe this is representative democracy? 
Does my friend LAGuARDIA uphold this wild extravagance? 
Have we forgotten the destitute of America? Have we for­
gotten the 12,000,000 unemployed? Did the American peo­
ple forget Postmaster General Brown and his kind on No­
vember 8? No! No! They spoke in decided language and 
voted them out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Florida has expired. 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I have not spoken on this 
bill heretofore or on the other bill. I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for another three minutes. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Oh, I ask that the gentleman 
be given five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GREEN. I thank my genial friend from New York 

[Mr. CLARKE], even though he frequently does these things in 
jest. Even in jest many things are done which redound to 
the benefit of our great country, and I thank my genial 
friend. What I would like to stress in the minds of my 
friends is that the American people in their destitution are 
calling out to the Congress to bring about relief measures. 
We must enact relief measures, and the first one is to reduce 
the expenditures of the Federal Government. Now is the 
time to show our faith. All over our respective States we 
called upon the electors to return us to power in order that 
we could reduce Federal expenditures. A cut of 25 per 
cent-yes; 50 per cent-would not be quite in keeping with 
the enlarged purchasing power of the American dollar. 
Think of the thousands of bureau officials who receive large 
salaries because of this great scheme of bureaucracy that 
the American people have builded, largely under Republican 
rule. The reduction of bureaucracy was in the minds of the 
American people on November 8, and I call on my colleagues 
on this side of the aisle to join in the abolition of at least 
three-fourths of these bureaus and return the functions of 
Government belonging to the States back to the States and 
let them carry on government as they were empowered to 
do when our Constitution was agreed to by the 12 original 
States approving it. There is where your expenditures have 
gone. I shall insist on further economies in government, 
and I hope my colleagues will join me. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from 
Florida has again expil'ed. 

Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I have taken the floor at this time to state my 
position frankly on this position of reducing salaries in the 
lower brackets of governmental employees. I was indeed 
surprised that the distinguished chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations would ask the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. LAGUARDIA] if it is not a fact that in New York City 
they are now considering a reduction of salaries of city em­
ployees. I think the distinguished chairman of the Commit­
tee on Appropriations has read something about the investi­
gation being conducted by the Hofstadter committee under 
the able guidance of Mr. Seabury. The reason that city 
employees of New York City are now being compelled to take 
a lower wage is because of the spoils system adopted in New 

York City by Tammany. There has been such a revulsion of 
feeling because of Tammany's administration of the affairs 
of New York City that Jimmy Walker had to resign under 
pressure at a hearing conducted by the next President of the 
United States, when it got so hot for him that he resigned 
rather than submit to the humiliation of being fired. It was 
because that pernicious political system in New York City 
was literally robbing the taxpayers that to-day the employees 
receiving small salaries are being forced to take still smaller 
ones. They are bearing the brunt; they are paying the price 
of the unholy alliance of Tammany with the minority Repub­
lican Party, which gets the minority number of employees in 
that city because of the political trade that occurred. 

Is it any wonder that great Democrat, McKee, who, by 
virtue of Jimmy Walker's resignation, became the chief 
executive, because he suggested reforms in New York City 
government to stop the plunder and graft and maintenance 
of the spoils system, was not the Tammany candidate for 
mayor this year? 

Tammany did not want McKee. McKee ·stood for the 
taxpayers of New York City, and therefore they nominated 
and elected, with machine control, a man that stood for 
Tammany. That is why the man who is in humble posi­
tion in New York City to-day has been compelled to take a 
reduction in wages. It is because of the selfishness, corrup­
tion, and graft that was exposed by Mr. Seabury and his 
committee in their investigations that has caused the ordi­
nary little fellow to suffer by having his wages reduced. 

Now, we are talking about reducing the salaries of em­
ployees in the lower brackets, and yet we Congressmen 
refused to adopt a resolution introduced by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. CooPER] last session reducing om· salaries 
$2,500. I voted for it. You refused to pass the resolution 
to destroy the pernicious system of nepotism. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for five additional minutes. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob­

ject, I submit the gentleman has not discussed the amend­
ment before the House. We have a dozen or probably 
more amendments. This is a question, I will say to the 
gentleman, of whether or not the gentleman favors auto­
matic increases for next year. The gentleman has been 
discussing New York City; he has been discussing Tam­
many; he has discussed Seabury, and everything else, and 
I object. I move that all debate upon this amendment do 
now close. 

Mr. MOUSER. I ask unanimous consent to proceed. 
Mr. BYRNS. I move that the debate be now closed on 

this amendment. The gentleman can get his five minutes 
on some other amendment. 

Mr. SNELL. I would like five minutes on this particular 
amendment. 

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman from New York desires to 
discuss this particular amendment? 

Mr: SNELL. Yes. 
Mr. BYRNS. Then I withdraw the motion temporarily. 
Mr. MOUSER. I thank the distinguished gentleman from 

Tennessee. 
Mr. BYRNS. I withdraw it for the benefit of the gentle-

man from New York [Mr. SNELL.] 
Mr. MOUSER. I thank the gentleman for Mr. SNELL. 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, am I recognized? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 

SNELL J is recognized. 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, it does seem to me that even 

when we discuss the question of salaries of Government em­
ployees we ought to use a little bit of common sense. I 
am just as much interested in the pay of these men as 
some of my colleagues who make vehement speeches every 
day and say they want to increase them, but I remember 
very well that practically every one of us was a candidate 
for t·eelection a short time ago, and I want to see a man 
stand on the floor of this . House to-day and say that he 
went before the people of this country advocating increased 
expenditures in any specific line. [Applause.] I want any-
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body to stand who says that he went before his people and 
told them he wanted to increase the salaries of Government 
employees. 

Mr. CONNERY. I will be glad to stand up for the 
gentleman. 

Mr. SNELL. That is all right. I want to find out who 
these men are. 

Mr. BLACK. How about me? 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SNELL. Not at present. 
Now, regardless of any conditions or any argument that 

anybody can make, there is no real, definite, tangible reason 
why an increase should be given to any class of Govern­
ment employees at the present time. [Applause.] 

I do not want to decrease anybody's salary, but the real 
object of the amendment before us to be voted upon at the 
present time is to increase the pay of 12,000 or 20,000 Gov­
ernment employees. Regardless of how you consider any 
of these other propositions, whether you are for the fur­
lough plan or not, there is no real reason to-day for in­
creasing the pay of any class of Government employees, 
and that is the real question before us. 

There are some things I would like to have changed. 
There are some inequalities that are wrong, and if we had 
an opportunity to amend them, I would do so. I do not 
want to cut anybody who at present is drawing a salary 
on a basis of less than $1,000, but that question is not be­
fore us at the present time. If you vote "yes" on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MEAD], that means you are in favor of increasing salaries. 
I do not believe the American ireople want that done at the 
present time, and I for one have promised not to do it and 
do not intend to do it. If there is a man on a farm any­
where that can even pay his taxes, he is mighty lucky, to 
say nothing about having increased money to take care of 
other expenses, and we must remember that we represent 
these people as well as the Government employees. 

I am opposed to this proposition for the very reason that 
it does increase salaries, and I am opposed to that at the 
present time. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Will the gentleman yield? 
[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that all debate on this amendment do now close. There will 
be other amendments upon which the Members can speak. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. MEADJ. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded 

by Mr. MEAD) there were ayes 25 and noes 87. 
So the amendment was rejected. · 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, 

which is at the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LAGUARDIA: To be added at section 

4, page 66, at the end thereof, line 20: " Provided further, That 
sections 101 and 105 shall not apply to any employee unless the 
aggregate compensation earned by such employee shall exceed 
$83.33 per month. The provisions of this paragraph shall not 
operate so as to reduce the aggregate compensation paid any 
employee below $83.33 per month." 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, this is not an increase. 
This does not disturb in any way the intent of Congress 
when it passed the economy bill. This simply seeks to cor­
rect an unintentional mistake. I repeat now, if there is one 
man on the floor of this House who voted for the economy 
bill, that when he did so, intended to take 8¥3 per cent 
from any employee drawing $10 a week, I will withdraw the 
amendment. 

Now, every Member of this House when he voted for the 
economy bill understood, or believed, that it provided that 
there would be no reduction where salaries were under $1,000 
a year. Is not this so? 

Mr. KEI .I ·ER. Certainly. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Unforttmately it was written "At the 
rate of $1,000 "; and the substitute clerk and carrier getting 
65 cents an hour is paid at a rate greater than $1,000, so 
the comptroller has ruled that he comes within the pro­
visions of the economy bill. The result is that 8 ¥a per cent 
is deducted from the check which he receives every two 
weeks, which, in my city, is less than $15, never over $20-
from $7.50 to $10 a week. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
MI. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 
Mr. SNELL. While I am opposing any increases I am 

not opposed to making any changes which are definitely 
described as, and proved to be, injustices. I think we did 
not intend to do that when we passed the original bill. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I thank the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. SNELL. And I am not going to object to this amend­
ment so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the gen­
tleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Will this correct the situa­

tion in reference to substitutes as well as the special-delivery 
service? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Both? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. SffiOVICH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. 
Mr. SffiOVICH. The gentleman from Indiana was cor­

rect when he said it was not intended to reduce such 
salaries. . 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I am going to assume a role towards 
the gentleman from Tennessee that I doubt if I can fulfill: 
I am going to plead with the gentleman from Tennessee on 
this matter and not fight him. Mr. Speaker, these men are 
wearing the uniform of the United States, and they must 
report every morning and remain on call, yet they are earn­
ing $8 and $9 a week, and I tell you in some instances their 
wives, mothers with children, have applied for relief to New 
York City and they could not get the charity because their 
husbands were in the employ of the United States Govern­
ment. These clerks are handling valuable mail, yet they are 
drawing $7.50 or $8 a week, and that is being reduced by this 
8% per cent. They know they have to serve this period of 
substitution until they may be permanently employed. I 
want to plead with the gentleman from Tennessee to at least 
relent in this instance and to correct the mistake that has 
been made, for it was not the intention of Congress to apply 
this reduction to these underpaid men. Now I am trying to 
plead with the committee. I hope the House will respond. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I always try to be frank 
with the House, and I would not be entirely frank if I did 
not say this: I did not expect when the provision was 
adopted a year ago that it would apply to employees who 
drew less than $1,000 a year. Those who drew the economy 
bill, whether intentionally or otherwise, provided that the 
reduction should be made upon those who received compen­
sation at the rate of $1,000 a year. The Comptroller Gen­
eral ruled, therefore, that it applied to the class of employees 
the gentleman from New York has referred to, and I think in 
the strict letter of the law the Comptroller General was 
entirely correct in his ruling. 

I am not going to do more on this occasion than to call 
the attention of the House to just what the adoption of 
this amendment means. Then it is up to the House to take 
such action as it may choose to take. Of course, this 
amendment if adopted will not apply alone to substitutes in 
the Post Office Department, but it will apply to thousands of 
employees in the Forest Service and in other departments 
of the Government in the field. It means, according to the 
reports I have received, that if it is adopted there will be 
added to the expenditures of the Government something 
over $2,000,000. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BYRNS. I yield. 
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Mr. SNELL. How many employees, approximately, are 

there in the field service who draw less than $83 per month? 
Can the gentleman from Tennessee answer this question? 

Mr. BYRNS. I am not able to tell the gentleman from 
New York the number. I ask'ed for that, but I was not fur­
nished that in this statement. 

Mr. SNELL. I did not suppose that many of the em­
ployees in the field service in connection with the Depart­
ment of Public Lands and the Forestry Service drew less 
than $83 per month. 

Mr. BYRNS. There are a great many temporary em-
ployees employed in these services during the year. 

·Mr. SNELL. Do they draw less than $83 per month? 
Mr. BYRNS. They draw less than $1,000 a year. 
Mr. SNELL. But the amendment says $83 per month; it 

is on a monthly basis. 
Mr. BYRNS. They draw more than that. 
Mr. SNELL. Then it does not apply to them, as I un­

derstand it. 
Mr. BYRNS. It affects them, because as I understand 

this amendment applies to all those who throughout the year 
receive less than $1,000. 

Mr. SNELL. No; it says less than $83 per month, at the 
rate of $83 per month. 

Mr. BYRNS. He1·e is what the Director of the Budget said 
in answer to my inquiry: 

Han. JosEPH W. BYRNs, 

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, December 14, 1932. 

Chairman Committee on Appropriation, 
House of Representatives. 

MY DEAR MR. BYRNS: This is in response to your request for 
information as to what amount would be involved if sections 101 
and 105 of the economy act were modified in their application to 
temporary or, in other words, seasonal, emergency, or intermittent 
employees, so as to apply not to the rate of pay but the com­
pensation earned only when it exceeds $83.33 per month. 

You appreciate, I am sure, that it would be impossible without 
a thorough survey by all of the departments to obtain informa­
tion upon which to base an estimate, so that without resort to 
this the best I can do is to give you an approximation based 
on such information as I have, together with that which I have 
been able to quickly obtain. 

In my opinion the total annual amount involved will probably 
be less than $1,000,000. This is exclusive of the Postal Service, as 
your office has advised me that the amount for that service is 
being obtained from the Post Office Department. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. CLAWSON RooP, Director. 

I have a letter here from the Executive Assistant to the 
Postmaster General. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for three additional 

minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Tennessee? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, the letter from the execu­

tive assistant to the Postmaster General reads as follows: 
OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 

Washington, D. C., December 14, 1932. 
Ron. JosEPH W. BYRNS, 

Chairman Committee on Appropriations, 
House of Representatives. 

MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In response to inquiry by telephone 
from your office relative to the additional cost to the Postal 
Service for the fiscal year 1934 in the event that an amendment 
will be inserted to the effect that the compensation deduction of 
8¥3 per cent shall not apply to any employee unless the aggregate 
compensation earned by such employee shall exceed $83.33 per 
month, the department is submitting the following statement of 
the additional cost for substitute service if the exemption of 
$83.33 per month is inserted in the Post Office appropriation bill 
for the next fiscal year. It is assumed that any such amendment 
wm not apply in the case of substitutes in the Rural Free De­
livery Service. 

Additional 
cost per 

Class of employees: annum 
Clerks, first and second class offices, including watch-

men, messengers, and laborers ___________________ $355, 000 
City delivery carriers______________________________ 450, 000 
V111age delivery carriers---------------------------- 20, 00.0 

LXXVI---33 

Additional 
cost per 

Class of employees--Continued. annum 
Motor-vehicle employees --------------------------- $30, 000 
Railway postal clerks------------------------------ 4, 000 

Total------------------------------------------- ~59,000 
By direction of the Postmaster General. 

Very truly yours, 
HAROLD N. GRAVES, 

Executive Assistant to the Postmaster General. 

In addition there should be added whatever amount will 
be required in the pay of special-delivery messages and 
for the Rural Free Delivery Service; and while I have no 
official information to this effect, I am informed it will prob­
ably amount to something like $250,000, which would run 
the sum up to over $1,000,000. This is the justification for 
my statement to the committee that the adoption of this 
amendment would mean an addition of something like 
$2,000,000 to the appropriation. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BYRNS. Yes. 
Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman agree with me that the 

interpretation that has been put on by the departments was 
not the original intention of Congress? 

Mr. BYRNS. I do not know what the intention of Con­
gress was; I know what my intention was. 

Mr. SNELL. I am talking about the gentleman and my­
self, and there are others here that agree with our view; 
and if we made a mistake and the matter has not been inter­
preted as we wanted it, now is the proper time to rectify 
the mistake; and it seems to me while it will probably cost 
a little more, I seriously doubt that it will amount to as 
much as $2,000,000, as stated in the letters which the gen­
tleman has read. I think there is covered there more than 
we are trying to reach at the present time. [Applause.] 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that all debate on this amendment has been exhausted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
BANKHEAD] makes the point of order that all debate on this 
amendment has been exhausted. The point of order is well 
taken, and the Chair sustains the point of order. · 

Mr. MOUSER. May I be heard on the point of order? 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has sustained the point of 

order. 
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentle-

man from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. :MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MEAD: On page 66, line 5, after the 

semicolon, insert: "Provided, That the Administrator of Veterans' 
Affairs is authorized and directed to pay from the civil-service 
retirement and disability fund to each of the persons named in 
Executive Order No. 5874, dated June 30, 1932, or to the legal 
representatives of any such person, the sum which each such 
person would be entitled to receive under the provisions of the 
civil serVice retirement act, approved May 29, 1930 (U. s. c., 
Supp. V, title 5, ch. 14), for the period from July 11, 1932, to July 31, 
1932, both inclusive or to the date of death, where death occurred 
prior to July 31, 1932, if the act entitled 'An act to provide for 
a uniform retirement date for authorized retirements for Federal 
personnel,' approved April 13, 1930 (U. S. C., Supp. V, Title v, sec. 
47 (a)), had not been enacted." 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order on 
the amendment that it is not germane to the bill or to the 
subject matter of any of these particular provisions. 

Mr. :MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be heard. 
The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee 

reserve his point of order? 
Mr. BYRNS. If the gentleman from New York wants to 

discuss the amendment, I reserve the point of order. 
Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which I offer 

is aimed to correct an injustice which resulted from the 
enactment of the so-called economy act. The economy act 
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was passed and took effect on the first day of the following 
month, and the Postmaster General found it impossible to 
dispense with the services of some 2,000 employees who had 
reached the age limit and were mandatorily retired. The 
Postmaster General sought an Executive order to retain 
these men in the service for a period of 10 days. As a re­
sult of their serving the Government from the 1st to the 
lOth of the month, they were denied retirement pay for 21 
days of the month of July, because, under the ruling of the 
Comptroller General, they could not be paid their retire· 
ment annuity until the 1st of the next succeeding month 
following their separation from the service. 

Some time ago, in answer to a request from the late Sena­
tor Jones, the Postmaster General addressed a letter, which 
was received by Senator BINGHAM, and in this letter he bas 
this comment to make in connection with this proposed 
amendment to the economy law: · 

The department has no doubt that it is the intention of the 
civil service retirement act that all persons coming under the pro­
visions of that act shall be eligible to receive annuities from the 
day following their separation from the service except as the act 
may expressly provide otherwise. The persons named in the Execu­
tive order above referred to have apparently been deprived of their 
rights in this respect by a mere technicality, and it is believed that 
as a matter of simple justice to them Congress should authorize 
the payment of the annuities for the period from July 11 to July 
31, inclusive. 

The Postmaster General then suggests the following 
amendment, which, in the main, parallels the amendment 
which I have sent to the desk: 

The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is hereby authorized and 
directed to make payment from the civil service retirement and 
disability fund to the persons named in Executive Order No. 
6874, dated June 30, 1932, or to their legal representatives, pro rata, 
annuities at the rate to which such persons were or would have 
been respectively entitled beginning on August 1, 1932, and cov­
ering the person from the respective dates of separa~i~n fr<;>m 
active service, as may be certified by the proper administrative 
officers to July 31, 1932, inclusive, or to date of death where death 
occurred prior to July 31, 1932. 

In view of the fact that this technicality crept into the 
law as a result of the passage of the economy act, and in 
view of the fact that we are retaining the provisions of the 
economy act and its penalties in this bill, we ought to cor· 
rect this injustice here and now; and in view of the fact 
it is recommended by the administrative officers, and in view 
of the fact that these men were called upon to work 10 days 
for which they suffered a financial loss, this is a matter of 
simple justice and is something that should be corrected by 
this amendment. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MEAD. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. EATON of Colorado. What is the actual effect of 

the gentleman's amendment? Does it give them the retire· 
ment pay from the 1st of July, or does it carry the regular 
pay? 

Mr. MEAD. It gives them 21 days of retirement pay, or 
from July 10 to 31. 

Mr. THATCHER. How much is involved? 
Ml'. MEAD. The Postmaster General bas not presented 

any figures in the letter, but he says that the amendment 
would not have an important effect on the savings in the 
Postal Service from the economy law. 

Mr. THATCHER. How many clerks are affected? 
Mr. MEAD. About · 2,000; and they would be given 21 

days' retirement pay due them. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MEAD. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman stated that the amend· 

ment he proposed was in the main as that read by him as 
proposed by the department. 

Mr. MEAD. It seeks to achieve the same object. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Wherein does the gentleman's amend­

ment and that recommended by the department differ? 
Mr. MEAD. They both achieve the same object. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 

that the amendment is not germane. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York 

desire to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, it appears to me that the 
subject matter is germane, because it has to do with the 
section referred to in the legislative appropriation bill. It is 
the same as that mentioned in section 4, page 65, of this bill 
where it says, "The provisim:is of the following sections of 
part 2 of the legislative appropriation act, fiscal year 1933, 
are hereby continued in full force and effect during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1934," and then it mentions, 
among others, section 104 of the legislative bill. 

So with that statement which corrects the legislation 
which brought this condition about, I feel that right here is 
the proper place to make such correction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York is not germane to 
the section of this bill to which it is offered. It appears to 
the Chair that section 4 seeks primarily to extend the terms 
of the economy act passed in the last session of Congress. 
The gentleman from New York offers an amendment which 
seeks to direct the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to pay 
from the civil-service retirement and disability fund to per· 
sons named in an Executive order certain sums of money. 

It appears to the Chair, therefore, that the proposed 
amendment is not germane to this section, and he therefore 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment. · 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 66, line 10, insert u Provided further, That there shall be 
added to the exempted class in section 104 • special delivery mes­
sengers.'" 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on 
that amendment. 

Mr. MEAD. The object of this amendment is to remove 
from the application of the economy act special-delivery 
messengers. 

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MEAD. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. BYRNS. I think if the gentleman will examine the 

amendment adopted a while ago, and which was offered by 
the gentleman from New York, he will find that the class of 
employees who receive less than $83.33 a month have been 
taken care of, so that if this amendment is in order it is 
entirely unnecessary. 

Mr. MEAD. These are not classified postal employees. 
They have to have equipment and transportation. They 
are really not employees in the intent and meaning of the 
economy act. 

Mr. BYRNS. You are discriminating in favor of the spe­
cial messengers against other employees. 

Under the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. LAGuARDIA], if they get less than $83.33 
compensation per month, their salaries are not reduced, but 
if they get more than that, they fare just like every other 
employee. Therefore, I think the gentleman is about to 
create a discrimination in favor of this class of employees. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, in reply to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Appropriations let me say 
to him that in the opinion of the department special-de­
livery messengers are not employees of the Postal Service. 
They are not civil-service employees. They are employed 
and dismissed at will. I do not believe there is a special· 
delivery messenger in the United States who received a 
salary of $1,200 last year. In the main, the money allotted 
to them, which is on a fee basis, is divided between what 
might be termed their earnings and their expenses. They 
are called upon to furnish their own vehicle, to supply it 
with the necessary gas and oil, and, in addition to that, they 
have many other incidental expenses. In the main, these 
men are contract employees working on a fee system, and 
they should be exempted and placed in a specific, exempt 
class. Here is what the Postmaster General has to say on 
this question: 

It is the department's opinion that the persons so employed 
are not properly considered for the purposes of the economy act to 
be officers or employees of the United States. Their service is in 
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the nature of contract service, and they are required to furnish, 
at their own expense, whatever facllities may be needed to effect 
the delivery of mail matter entrusted to them. 

And the Postmaster General recommends an amendment 
to the economy act in a letter which he transmitted to Sena­
tor BINGHAM. He said: 

Add the following proviso to subsection (c) of section lo.i: 
Provided, That nothing in this act shall be construed to affect 
the compensation of special-delivery messengers in the Postal 
Service. 

I am merely carrying out the suggestion of the Postmas­
ter General, and certainly all of us who favor the substitute 
amendment will agree with the Postmaster General, and will 
agree also that we had no intention of penalizing these 
underpaid employees when we passed the economy act. 
They ought to be placed in an exempt class, where the ap­
plication of the economy act would not apply to them. 

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment, this amendment is ger­
mane. There is in the economy law, and it is repeated in 
this bill, an exempt class, and in view of the fact that I want 
to add to the exempt class another class I feel it is germane, 
and germane to this section. This amendment specifically 
applies to this section of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee 
desire to be heard on his reservation of his .point of order? 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the reservation, 
but I want to be heard upon the amendment. The state­
ments which are being read by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MEAD] as to what the Postmaster General has 
said with reference to this or that were not statements made 
to the Committee on Appropriations of the House. 

Mr. MEAD. They were made to the Senate committee. 
Mr. BYRNS. I assumed they were made to the Senate 

committee. The House committee did not have the ad­
vantage of his observations as we hear them read here 
from time to time. If these employees are not civil-service 
employees, not to be considered as employees of the Govern­
ment, then this act does not apply to them in any sense of 
the word. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? ·L ·u 

''S I ' Mr. BYRNS. Yes. 
Mr. McCORMACK. May I state to the gentleman that I 

have taken 'this case up with the Comptroller General, where 
a young man in my district who was delivering special-de­
livery letters and receiving so much for each letter de­
livered, used his own automobile in connection with the 
delivery, and 95 per cent of them must have their automo­
bile as a condition precedent to employment. This young 
man was not permitted to have deducted from the gross 
earnings a reasonable amount for the maintenance of his 
machine and gas; for expenses, in other words. I took the 
matter up personally with the Comptroller General within 
the last two weeks, and I received a reply from him within 
the past few days to the effect that he has no discretion, 
that under the economy act of the last session the 8 Ya 
per cent deduction must be made from the gross earnings, 
and there is no discretion to permit a reasonable deduction 
for operating expenses. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, the committee just adopted 
an amendment which prohibits the application of the econ­
omy act to those who receive compensation in a sum less 
than $83.33 per month. To that amendment I interposed 
no objection. So far as I know, it was adopted unanimously. 
I do not want to see the employees covered by this amend­
ment charged with any greater reduction than is made 
upon other employees of the postal or any other service. 
I feel that there should be no discrimination between any 
employees of the Government, that we ought to treat every­
one alike, give everyone a square deaL 

Undoubtedly the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LAGuARDIA], which was unanimously 
adopted, applies to these employees as it does to every 
other employee of the Postal Service. If that be true, why 
put in this language? If we do, then, in the event that a 
few of these special-delivery messengers get over $83.33 per 

month, the act will not apply to them. This is a plain 
discrimination, nothing more and nothing less. Why not 
leave it as it is, and there will be no discrimination among 
these employees? I do not know how many of them get it, 
but here is a statement from Mr. Fitch in which he refers 
to those getting $90 a month. If you are going to reduce 
the salaries of other employees of the Government getting 
$90 a month. then these special-delivery messengers should 
have their salaries reduced likewise. I think this is a plain 
discrimination. 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BYRNS. Yes. 
Mr. -CONNERY. The gentleman says that they are in 

the same position as the $83-a-month men. They are not. 
They have to furnish their own equipment, their truck or 
automobile, and have to keep them up out of their own 
pockets, so that they are worse off than the $83 people. 

Mr. BYRNS. We .are not going to draw distinctions. 
That is my objection to the amendments being offered to 
this bill. 

Here was a proposition which came to the committee, to 
superimpose an 11 per cent additional cut, and tlie commit­
tee declined to approve it. It seems to me that we are only 
getting into trouble when we undertake to take up every 
individual Member's objection to some particular feature of 
the bill. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 

last seven words. 
Mr. Chairman, the distinguished chairman of the Com­

mittee on Appropriations desires to limit us in talk about 
this bill because of his desire to address himself on so many 
phases of it-and I mean no reflection, because by virtue of 
his chairmanship of the committee he should take all the 
time he desires. The distinguished chairman of the Com­
mittee on Appropriations in one breath talks about hiS love 
for Federal employees and in the next breath talks about 
cutting even the man who carries special-delivery letters for 
the magnificent sum of a few dollars a week. I will ask the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD] how much it is that 
these special-delivery boys get per month by contract? 

Mr. MEAD. In the last year they have not earned enough 
to pay for their oil and gas. 

Mr. MOUSER. The distinguished chairman of the Com· 
mittee on Appropriations has so much love for the Federal 
employee that he wants to bar the equitable provision 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD], who 
knows the problems of the postal employees. Yet we Mem­
bers of Congress are drawing $9,000 a year salary. We 
Congressmen are opposing the man who is a substitute in 
the New York City post office and is getting the great sum of 
$8 or $10 a week and the poor boy who carries special­
delivery letters and getting not enough to buy gas and oil 
for flivvers, let alone something to live upon. 

The distinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD], 
chairman of the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads, advises us that during this time of depression the 
carriers of special delivery have been getting less for their 
hire than sufficient to run the automobile that he must use. 
That is the attitude of the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations, who is here presenting this 
as an economy measure to carry out the pledge of the 
Democratic platform for a reduction of 25 per cent in all 
Government expenditures, as the distinguished candidate 
for President said upon the stump, in explaining in one 
breath his love for the Federal employee and in the next 
breath his desire that we shall not discriminate as against 
the poor boy who carries special-delivery letters on his 
bicycle or his automobile. Let us clean our own house first. 
Let us stop thinking about the psychological effect upon 
our political futures by reducing the salaries of those in 
the lower brackets. Let us give the man who works for 
Uncle Sam a chance to live and an opportunity, by virtue 
of his patriotic service to his Government. to send his kids 
through school 
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That is not the cause of the deficit. The distinguished 

gentleman from Tennessee stood here last year when we 
were talking about economy and agreed with me that this 
matter of balancing the Budget that we were talking about 
was unnecessary, but before we voted upon it he explained 
his former position and said, in · effect, that he did not 
mean what he said. 

Mr. BYRNS. I do not understand the remark of the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MOUSER. I mean no reflection. I stated that the 
gentleman, during the last session of Congress--

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman accuses me of inconsistency. 
I want the gentleman to explain his remarks. 

Mr. MOUSER. I am not insinuating at all. I am telling 
the facts. 

Mr. BYRNS. What are the facts? The RECORD shows 
the facts. What are they? 

Mr. MOUSER. I am not to be interrupted for a speech. 
Mr. BYRNS. I can understand, if· the gentleman took 

this sort of a position on economy in the last election, why 
he was left home and now belongs to the lame-duck class. 

Mr. MOUSER. I am proud to be a lame duck along with 
many distinguished Republicans who have served their 
country so long and honm·ably. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. I 
make the point of order that the gentleman from Ohio is 
not addressing his remarks to the amendment before the 
committee. 

Mr. MOUSER. Oh, yes, Mr. Chairman. I said nothing 
in my remarks reflecting upon the distinguished gentleman 
from Tennessee, even though he is now in a state of anger 
and calls me a lame duck. I am proud of the fact that I am 
a lame duck, when so many distinguished Republicans have 
gone down to defeat. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I renew the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio will confine 
his remarks to the amendment before the committee. 

Mr. MOUSER. I will be glad to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 

has expired. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the pro forma amendment. -
Addressing myself to the amendment offered by the gen­

tleman from New York [Mr. MEAD], permit me to try to 
convey briefly to the Members a picture of what the amend­
ment covers, so that you will understand just what the gen­
tleman from New York [Mr. MEAD] is trying to accomplish. 
Let us take the city of Boston, for example-and the same 
thing applies quite generally throughout the country-and 
let us assume that you are postmaster of the Boston postal 
district; let us assume that you appoint a young man or, as 
in these days of depression, some man of middle age to 
deliver special-delivery letters. The Government pays so 
much for each letter delivered, a specific sum. Such mes­
sengers are not usually under the civil service laws, but the 
same situation applies to those who are. The messenger 
receives a certain amount for each letter delivered. Ninety­
five per cent of those appointed-and the number is not 
numerous-but 95 per cent of those appointed must have an 
automobile in order that the special-delivery letters can be 
delivered quickly. In the operation of that automobile we 
know that expenses are incurred. There is upkeep and rea­
sonable repairs. There is insurance. In some States there 
is compulsory insurance, such ·as in my State; there is the 
gas and oil and garage expense and other incidental ex­
penses. Conservatively speaking, in the course of a year 
such expenses must be around $500---somewhere between 
$400 and $500. Let us assume the man you appoint earns 
$800 a year delivering special-delivery letters. Eight and 
one-third per cent cut is deducted from the $800. There is 
not one penny allowed for reasonable expenses incurred in 
the operation of the automobile necessary to perform the 
duties of a messenger of special-delivery letters. 

Now, let us apply it to the LaGuardia amendment. Sup­
pose some such messenger receives $1,100 a year, the 8¥3 per 

cent cut will be on the $1,100. There is no discretion vested 
in anyone to determine what would be a reasonable expense 
to be deducted from gross earnings. 

There is a principle involved in this amendment. There 
is no conflict between this amendment and the LaGuardia 
amendment. The LaGaurdia amendment does not com­
pletely cover the purpose which the gentleman from New 
York has in mind. It is a case which was not anticipated 
when we were considering the economy bill last session, 
but experience of the past several months has shown this 
condition to exist. In any event this amendment will do 
no harm, and it will absolutely clarify the situation so that 
there will be no question in any of our minds that com­
plete justice will be done, if you agree with me that reason­
able expenses should be deducted from the gross earnings 
of messengers of special-delivery letters. 

Now, reference has been made to our distinguished friend, 
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. BYRNS1. I am satis­
field that if he understood the situation, and I hope I have 
clarified it for him, that he would have no objection to 
the adoption of this amendment. We might well read be­
tween the lines of his remarks that personally he has no 
opposition to the amendment except he feels the LaGuardia 
amendment covers it. I think it does to some extent, but 
not completely . • 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Only to the extent of $83.33 per 
month. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It covers it only to the extent of 
$83.33 a month, Mr. LAGUARDIA advises me, but makes no 
provision that if one of these men receives $1,100 a year 
a deduction for reasonable expenses he has incurred in the 
operation of his automobile in connection with the per­
formance of his duties may be made and permitted by law. 
I respectfully submit, no matter how you may look at the 
pay-cut question, whether you are for it or against it, we 
all want justice. While this amendment covers only a small 
group, yet if adopted it will guarantee to this group of men 
the complete justice which I think they are entitled to. 

I wanted to make this brief explanation, giving. as thor­
oughly as I could, a picture of the situation so you would 
undetstand just what the meaning and the purpose of the 
amentfinent is. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi­

tion to the amendment. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCoRMACK], 

who has just addressed the committee, appealed to .you to 
adopt this motion because it will do no harm. It may do 
infinite harm. It is a case of the camel trying to get his 
nose under the tent, and what will happen if this amend­
ment is adopted is that it will furnish a precedent for every 
one of the the clerks of . this Government who is affected 
to point to and say: "You have. discriminated with refer­
ence to a particular class; why not make the same dis­
crimination with reference to us?'' 

The gentleman from Massachusetts also states that it is 
not of much consequence because it would apply to only a 
very small class. This inay be true. I expect it is. The 
fact of the business is I have never seen anybody deliver 
special-delivery letters in automobiles. It may occur in some 
particular places, but it does not occur in this town, and 
this is a pretty good -sized town. It does not occur in my 
town. I dare say it does not occur unless possibly in the 
.city of New York where they have to go some considerable 
distance. Special-delivery letters are delivered by boys on 
bicycles. . 

The point I am making, and want to impress upon you, 
is not so much what is involved in this case as it is the 
principle involved, and that is vital. If we are going to 
break the policy we have adopted, and the program that 
was put in for this last year and continued in this bill we 
can break it, but having broken it once what excuse have 
we for not breaking it in other places? As I say, it is the 
principle involved. It should not be changed unless we are 
going to change it all along the line. I hope this amend­
ment will not prevail 
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Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me this House 

is being maneuvered into a rather ridiculous position by the 
submission of these numerous pop-gun amendments to this 
bill. 

Of course, there are injustices and inequities. Every one 
of us, I think, has in mind, or could have in mind if he took 
a little time to think, similar instances of injustices to those 
already cited. I would like to see them corrected and will do 
my part toward that end at the proper time, but this great 
body, sitting in action on an appropriation bill, can not 
undertake forthwith to remedy all of the inequities that come 
before it. It must legislate on general principles. 

I feel as much heart interest, I think, as any gentleman in 
this House, in those who are done injustice, I do not care 
what the cause of the injustice may be, but here there must 
be some determination of the policy of whether this economy 
bill shall be continued; and it should be decided on the 
merits of the whole proposition without first being subjected 
to all of these amendments which are small and relatively 
unimportant in comparison. 

I do not share the thought of those who think the Federal 
employees of this country are opposed, as a whole, to a con­
tinuance of the economy bill. I know many of them have 
come to my office and have talked to me, and without a 
single exception they have left the impression upon my 
mind that they would be very glad indeed if they did not 
get a worse cut than a continuance of the 8.3 per cent for 
another year. I do not know to what extent industry has 
cut wages throughout this country, but I have been told that 
on an average it would be perhaps 10 per cent. So the 
Federal employees, every one I have talked to, feel that in 
the distress of the times and in the awful condition of 
this country they are glad to accept the cut of 8.3 per 
cent that now prevails. As citizens and as patriots they 
are willing to do their part. If the 8.3 per cent cut is 
continued, I believe there will be no injustice done them, 
and I think on the whole they will be very highly satisfied. 
I know many of them would unquestionably feel that way 
if they thought they could get rid of the furlough plan. 
They would be willing to accept a straight 8.3 cut without 
I'egarding it as any injustice. Without for one mQ~n<mt 
challenging the good faith of those who are offering tlhese 
amendments, I believe we who stand for the retention of 
the economy plan in this bill are the best friends of the 
Government employees, because by their activities these 
Members are jeopardizing that plan, and if that plan is 
overthrown the Government employees are likely to be 
penalized with a much greater salary cut, which might be 
very unfair and unjust to them. To reject the economy pro­
visions of this bill would throw the whole situation into 
chaos and might invite excesses that none of us want. 

I really felt a great deal of sympathy for the amendment 
offered a while ago by the gentleman from New York, the 
able chairman of the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads, but when he said all of these postal employees 
embraced in his amendment would suffer losses I think his 
language was hardly accurate. All . they would suffer was 
the loss of a prospect of securing increases, not actual losses. 
What would happen to them would be that they would 
simply be marking time along with the rest of the country, 
and I think with millions and millions of people without 
any employment at all in this country that even if these 
employees who undoubtedly do have a case of injustice to 
complain of, just marked time for one year with the rest 
of the country they would be in a pretty fortunate situation. 
I was very much impressed with the argument of the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY]. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. LUDLOW. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed for two additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Indiana? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. LUDLOW. The gentleman from Pennsylvania I think 

was very impressive and very just when he commended the 
Committee on Appropriations for not going farther than 

maintaining for one more year the 8.3 per cent cut. He 
said he thought it was eminently fair and right that the com­
mittee would just put a peg there and hold the reduction 
to 8.3 per cent for another year. I think that ought to 
sink into the minds of all of us in the House, and I think the 
House would do well to pass the appropriation bill just as 
it came from the committee and let the matter stand that 
way for one more year. [Applause.] 

Mr. COOKE. Mr. Chairman, I am sure I have no quarrel 
with the distinguished gentleman from Tennessee in regard 
to the provisions of this bill and I am sure the gentleman 
is going to agree with us when the provisions of the amend­
ment introduced by the gentleman from New York are 
thoroughly understood. 

I do resent anyone getting up here and calling an amend­
ment that affects the welfare and prosperity and happiness 
of 3,000 people a popgun amendment. If there is any place 
in the United States where we should correct inequities and 
injustices which have been perpetrated, unconsciously and 
unwilling or not, by the Congress iri past years, it is upon 
the floor of the House of Representatives. 

Last spring, as has been so well said, we hastily passed an 
economy bill, and there crept into that bill inequities and 
injustices. The experience we have been able to accumulate 
during the past six months has demonstrated to us that 
something ought to be done to right wrongs unintentionally 
legislated into the bill. 

We are talking now for the special-delivery messengers of 
the United States. They constitute a group of over 3,000 
men. They are not, as the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
Woon J said, boys running around on bicycles delivering let­
ters. They are a dignified body of mature men from 18 to 
45 years of age, many of whom have spent 20 years in this 
service and who make it their life work, just as much as 
the mail carrier or the mail clerk makes that his business. 
I know that every man in this House is willing to wipe out 
an injustice that applies so generally to so large a group 
of people. 

The LaGuardia amendment does not accomplish this be­
cause no provision·is made there for deducting the expenses 
of operation of the business, the maintenance of the auto­
mobile, and the repair of the automobile before the Gov­
ernment takes out its 8 ¥a per cent. 

I am just as zealous as any other man in the House for 
economy and I want to see abatement of extravagance in 
government as well as any other man here, but there is a 
price that I will not pay for economy in government. I 
refuse to trample upon human rights in order to procure 
a few dollars for my Government. My Government does 
not need it so badly that it can take from the man who 
earns $10 a week 8 ¥a per cent of that money and apply 
it to the reduction of Government expenses. There is some 
place we have got to stop, but I know that no man or no 
woman in this House desires to stop short of complete jus­
tice for the people for whom we are attempting to legislate. 

These men are entitled to this change. They are entitled 
to an exemption of their entire salary, first deducting from 
it the expenses of doing business. Let us erase from our 
mind the idea that they are boys. They are men who are 
doing man's work. They are handling the most responsible 
class of mail that comes into the hands of Government 
employees, and we are trying to do for them something that 
should have been done last year. Let us make sure that 
we are giving the man who is earning ten or fifteen dollars a 
week a square deal by adopting this amendment. 

Mr. HARLAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last 10 words. 

Mr. Chairman, throughout this entire debate it has been 
my feeling that the committee program in so far as main~ 
taining matter in status quo ought to be followed, not only 
from the viewpoint of efficient government, not only for 
the benefit of the departments and the Government, but 
from the viewpoint of the Federal employees themselves. 
It would seem to me to ·be reasonable that the quicker and 
smoother we can proceed to the business at hand and see 
that the salaries of these men are not reduced further than 
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they were in the economy bill, the better off the Federal 
employees will be and the better off the Government will be, 
so far as that is concerned. 

In the economy act, in using the term "compensation," 
we inadvertently made a mistake. We did not define that 
term to exclude expenses in the operation of the job in­
volved, in this particular case the expense of operating an 
automobile, which amounts to about $40 a month on the 
average. 

These men, in spite of the remarks of the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Woonl, in large numbers, not only in the large 
cities but in the comparatively small cities, use automobiles 
almost exclusively; very seldom do you see them operating 
bicycles. 

When we used the term " compensation " in the economy 
measure we never intended that term to mean anything else 
but wages or earnings of Federal employees. It is just as 
unreasonable to deduct from these men 8% per cent of the 
cost of their doing their work as it would be to declare the 
entire compensation of a contractor building a Federal 
building to be his wages on that job in computing his in­
come tax and not deduct what he had to pay for help and 
materials to finish his work. These men do not get any­
thing like the amount of money that is turned over to them, 
and to maintain the conditions and the intention of the 
economy measure and to be fair to these men, many of 
whom do not make enough to have a living wage after their 
expenses are deducted, I feel this amendment should be 
supported. [Applause.] 

Also, we have corrected the other mistake by the adop­
tion of the LaGuardia amendment, whereby we interpreted 
the term" rate of pay" as meaning the same as pay for one 
year. There is no more reason for voting for that correction 
and turning down the Mead amendment than there is for 
rejecting all the program of the committee. This is no 
change in the committee program but is simply correcting 
a mistake, and it seems to· me to be too reasonable to have 
any merit in the opposition. 

Mr. MAAS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HARLAN. Yes. 
Mr. MAAS. Does not the gentleman think we could bet­

ter afford to get economy by buying silk hats for the Post­
master General that would fit his car rather than to buy 
cars to fit his silk hat? [Laughter.] 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that all debate on this amendment close in five minutes. 
Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 

the pending amendment close in five minutes. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

strike out the last word. I asked the gentleman from New 
York when he submitted an amendment if that amendment 
took care of the substitute special-delivery messengers, and 
he replied that it did. In this he was in error. 

I am glad that the substitutes have been taken care of. 
There is no more disgraceful condition in the administra­
tion of the laws of this country than in connection with 
the substitute clerks and carriers. If a private corporation 
should treat its employees as the Government is treating 
the substitute employees of the Postal Service, and it was 
brought to the attention of the people of the community in 
which that corporation was located, I say that that com­
munity would boycott the products of that corporation. If 
the facts were presented here, and I am sorry the time will 
not permit it, the membership of the House and the country, 
if you please, would be astonished. Some men who have 
been five and six years acting as substitutes are getting $15 
a week or less, and I know instances where they have been 
getting on an average of four and five dollars a week. 

Now, as to the special-delivery messenger. He is required 
to furnish a closed car. It must be in good condition. He 
must be able to lock it when he goes to a place to deliver 
a message. He must pay for the upkeep, and in the end 
the comptroller has ruled-and properly so; it is his duty 

to rule in accordance with the law-he has ruled that Con­
gress provided that they should take a part of that money 
away from him and not give him an opportunity to deduct 
expenses. I say that that is a grave mistake. It was a 
mistake of the Congress, unintentional, and now we seek to 
correct that error. 

Let me say that I did not have a rural carrier in my dis­
trict or anyWhere near it, but I fought for them before the 
Economy Committee and on the floor of the House, because 
they ·were being discriminated against. I am against dis­
crimination. 

It is true ·that most of the special-delivery messengers are 
in the large cities, but they are performing their duty and 
due to the depression have been very hard hit. They are 
paid by the letter, not a monthly rate. They have families; 
they are not young boys; they are men; and they are en­
titled to a living wage. I believe it is our duty to correct the 
mistakes made by the Economy Committee thn.t resulted in 
the comptroller rendering the decision that took this small 
amount of money away from them, and I hope the amend­
ment will be adopted. [Applause.] 

The CHAffiMAN. The question is on the amendment. 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 

Mr. BYRNs) there were 53 ayes and 43 noes. 
So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend­

ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment by Mr. MEAD: Page 66, line 5, after the colon, in­

sert "Provided, That the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs is 
authorized and directed to pay from the civil-service retirement 
and disability fund to each of the persons named in Executive 
Order No. 5874, dated June 30, 1932, or to the legal representa­
tives of any such person, the sum which each such person would 
be entitled to receive under the provisions of the civil service re­
tirement act approved May 29, 1930 (U. S. C., Supp. V, title 5, ch. 
14), for the period from July 11, 1932, to July 31, 1932, both inclu­
sive, or to the date of death where death occurred prior to July 
31, 1932, if the act entitled "An act to provide for a uniform re­
tirement date for authorized retirements of Federal personnel," 
approved April 13, 1930 (U. S. C., Supp. V, title 5, sec. 47a), had 
not been enacted. 

·Ml\ BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that'the proposed amendment is not germane. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I presented this amendment a 
short time ago at another place in the bill. It was ruled out 
of order as not applying to that particular section of the bill. 
I have resubmitted it and my amendment will now apply on 
page 66, line 5, after the semicolon. It is my judgment that 
it is in order at this point. As I said before, the three 
amendments which I have offered, including this amend­
IJlent, to con-ect an injustice in connection with the enforced 
retirement without annuity for 21 days of some 2,000 postal 
employees, should be adopted in this bill, and to supplement 
that statement I made before, the matter was recommended 
by the Postmaster General in an amendment which in the 
main is in a~reement with the amendment which I have 
submitted to the House at this time. The Postmaster Gen­
eral said: 

This amendment will not have an important effect upon the 
savings in the Postal Service or upon the various provisions of the 
economy act. 

I believe it is germane because it results in the application 
of the law which we are to-day extending for another fiscal 
year; it was made applicable in that law at the point where 
I have submitted the amendment at this time. In my judg­
ment it is germane and it is in order. It is to correct an 
injustice that will in no way interfere with the economy plan 
of the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, this is exactly the same 
amendment that was proposed a while ago except that it is 
now proposed at a different point in the same section. 
There is nothing in this act applying to the question of 
retirement. This takes up the question of the refunding of 
money taken out of the salary of officials. This act applies 
only to the question of reducing the salaries of employees 
either by furlough or by application of the 8% per· cent cut, 
and this applies solely and alone to the year 1934 and to no 
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other year. It seems to me that by no sort of reasoning could 
this amendment be construed as germane not only to this 
section but to any other section of the bill. It is the same 
amendment that was ruled out awhile ago. This bill applies 
to 1934 and has no application to retirement. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair a moment ago was called 
upon to rule on a point of order embracing a similar provi­
sion. It occurs to the Chair that this section now under 
.consideration has to do solely with a continuation of the 
economy act passed last year, and, as the chairman of the 
committee says, it deals solely with retrenchment and reduc­
tion. As a result the Chair is constrained to feel that the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from New York is not 
germane to this section, and the Chair, therefore, sustains 
the point of order. 
·Mr. EATON of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol­

lowing amendment, which I send to the desk. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that debate upon this section and all amendments thereto 
close in 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers 

an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. EAToN of Colorado: Page 66, line 10, 

after the word "thereby," insert "and the Administrator of Vet­
erans' Affairs is authorized and directed to pay from the civil­
service retirement and disability fund to each of the persons 
named in the Executive Order No. 5874, dated June 30, 1932, or 
to the legal representatives of any such person, the sum which 
each such person would have been entitled to receive under the 
provisions of the civil service retirement act approved May 29, 
1930, for the period from July 11, 1932, to July 31, 1932, both 
inclusive, the same as 1f an adverse ruling of the Comptroller 
General of the United States had not resulted in the nonpayment 
thereof." 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane. It is the same amend­
ment the Chair has twice ruled out of order. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I appeal to the 
chairman of the committee. The change in phraseology is 
an attempt to find a proper way for this committee to rwtify 
one of the greatest injustices that has incurred undet:: an 
-interpretation of the economy law. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, here is a proposition that 
applies to the year 1933. This bill under consideration 
makes appropriations for 1934. There is a way by which the 
gentleman can rectify this trouble, this injustice, if it be an 
injustice, and that is by introducing a bill and going before 
the proper committee and having that committee report 
the bill out. I do not think we ought to put on an appro­
priation bill for 1934 legislation applying to 1933. 

Mr. EATON of Colorado. If the detail is correct, as 
stated by the gentleman; that is, if this amendment applies 
to 1932 and applies to retirement pay, the facts on which 
the detail is construed are these: That under the retirement 
act and an Executive order of June 30, 1932, the Comptroller 
General ruled that a certain number of post office and other 
employees should not receive their pay for a period of 20 
days, and I ask leave to put in the opinion of the Comptroller 
General. Under an Executive order these men were kept on 
duty for 10 days. Under a statute he ruled that he could 
not start their retirement pay until the first day of August. 
Here is the opinion of the Comptroller General: 

CO:MPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, December 12, 1932. 

Hon. WILLIAM R. EAToN, 
House of Representa,tives. 

MY DEAR MR. EATON: I am in receipt of your letter of December 
2, 1932, as follows: 

"I have had some inquiries in regard to a ruling said to have 
been issued by you pertaining to retirement or other pay, which 
was not paid to retired railway mail clerks for a period between 
July 10 and July 31, inclusive, 1932. 

" Will you kindly send me a copy of the ruling and such infor­
mation in regard to the question upon which the ruling is made 
that I may study the same?" 

Section 204 of the economy act provides in part as follows: 
"On and after July 1, 1932, no person rendering civilian service 

in any branch or service of the United States Government or the 

municipal government of the District of Columbia who shall have 
reached the retirement age prescribed for automatic separation 
from the service, applicable to such person, shall be continued in 
such service, notwithstanding any provision of law or regulation 
to the contrary: Provided, That the President may, by Executive 
order, exempt from the provisions of this section any person when, 
in his judgment, the public interest so requires: * • • .'' 

The act of April 23, 1930 ( 46 Stat. 253), provides as follows: 
"That hereafter retirement authorized by law of Federal person­

nel, of whatever class, civil, military, naval, judicial, legislative, or 
otherwise, and for whatever cause retired, shall take effect on the 
first day of the month following the month in which said retire­
ment would otherwise be effective, and said first day of the month 
for retirements hereafter made shall be for all purposes in lieu of 
such date for retirement as may now be authorized; except that 
the rate of active or retired pay or allowance shall be computed 
as of the date retirement would have occurred 1f this act had not 
been enacted." 

In decision of July 13, 1932, A-43281, a copy of which is inclosed, 
it was held that said uniform retirement date act of April 23, 1930, 
was still in full force and effect. Accordingly those employees of 
retirement age on July 1, 1932, who were temporarily exempted by 
the President from the provisions of section 204 of the economy 
act until July 10, 1932, were subject to retirement effective August 
1, 1932, and were entitled to retirement annuity only from and 
after that date. If said employees performed no active service for 
the period July 11 to 31, inclusive, they would not be entitled to 
receive their active service pay for that period. 

If the President had taken no action the employees' active­
service status would have terminated automatically June 30, 1932, 
and their retirement status and annuity would have begun July 1, 
1932. Under the law the President could have exempted the 
employees from the mandatory retirement provisions of the act 
for the entire month of July, in which event the active status 
would have continued until July 31, and the annuity would have 
been payable from August 1, but the President saw fit to continue 
the active status only until July 10, and, under the plain terms 
of the act of April 23, 1930, the annuity could not begin until the 
first of the month following, or August 1, 1932, leaving the em­
ployees with neither compensation nor annuity for the period from 
July 11 to 31, 1932. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. R. McCARL, 

Comptroller General of the United States. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, July 13, 1932. 

The honorable the SECRETARY OF WAR. 
Sm: There has been received your letter of July 7, 1932, as 

follows: 
"The uniform retirement act approved April 23, 1930 (46 Stat. 

253) , contains the following provisions: 
"'That hereafter retirement authorized by law of Federal per­

sonnel of whatever class, civil, military, naval, judicial, legislative, 
or otherwise, and for whatever cause retired, shall take effect on 
the 1st day of the month following the month in which said 
retirement would otherwise be effective, and said 1st day of the 
month for retirement hereafter made shall be for all purposes in 
lieu of such date for retirement as may now be authorized; ex­
cept that the rate of active or retired pay or allowance shall be 
computed as of the date retirement would have occurred 1f this 
act had not been enacted. 

" 'SEC. 2. This act shall become effective July 1, 1930. All laws 
or parts of laws, in so far as in conflict herewith, are repealed.' 

"The legislative appropriation act approved June 30, 1932, con­
tains the following provision: 

" ' SEC. 204. On and after July 1, 1932, no person rendering 
civilian service in any branch or service of the United States 
Government or the municipal government of the District of Co­
lumbia who shall have reached the retirement age prescribed for 
automatic separation from the service, applicable to such person, 
shall be continued in such service, notwithstanding any provision 
of law or regulation to the contrary: Provided, Tllat the President 
may, by Executive order, exempt from the provisions of this sec­
tion any person when, in his judgment, the public interest so 
requires: Provided further, That no such person heretofore or here­
after separated from the service of the United StateS" or the Dis­
trict of Columbia under any provision of law or regulation pro­
viding for such retirement on account of age shall be eligible 
again to appointment to any appointive office, position, or employ­
ment under the United States or the District of Columbia: Pro­
vided further, That this section shall not apply to any person 
named in any act of Congress providing for the continuance of 
such person in the service.' 

" It is requested that ruling be furnished as to whether or not 
the provisions of section 204 of the legislative appropriation act 
of June 30, 1932, above quoted, nullify the provisions of the uni­
form retirement act of April 23, 1930. 

"Mr. Albert Beuk, carpenter, engineer department at large, Mo­
bile, Ala., who was born July 5, 1867, reached the age of 65 years, 
the age fixed for retirement from the position which he holds, on 
July 4, 1932. Mr. Beuk has rendered about 25 years of service 
and therefore is subject to immediate retirement. There is doubt 
as to whether he may be retained on the rolls until the close of 
business July 31, 1932, under the act of April 23, 1930, or whether 
his retirement at close of business July 4, 1932, is required by the 
provision of the legislative appropriation act above quoted. He has 
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been placed on furlough without pay pending decision, and should 
the decision be that he may be retained until July 31, 1932, it 1s 
proposed to restore him to duty and pay status for such time as 
may remain before July 31, 1932. It is requested, therefore, that 
decision be given at the earliest date possible." 

The prohibit ion in the act of June 30, 1932 (Public, 212), against 
continuing employees in the service after reaching retirement age 
has reference to the provisions of the civil retirement act 
for extending the period of service of employees for stated periods 
for reasons mentioned in the act. The uniform retirement act of 
April 23, 1930, did not change or modify the provisions for exten­
sion of service but prescribed uniform dates upon which employees 
should be retired, whether retired immediately upon reaching re­
tirement age or after a period of extension. It applies also to 
retirements under other laws. This statute was enacted primarily 
for accounting purposes, and the need therefor has not been 
lessened by the provisions of the act of June 30, 1932. Accord­
ingly you are advised that an employee who became of retirement 
age July 4, 1932, should be retired effective as of August 1, 1932. 

Respectfully 
J. R. McCARL, 

Comptroller General of the Uni ted States. 

It affects about 2,000 employees. It does not amount to a 
great deal of money in dollars, and there is no better place 
to take care of it than in the Post Office Department appro­
priation bill, as I listened to the arguments before us. A 
proper place is in the proviso giving rules for interpreta­
tion of the economy bill. The sentence to which I refer 
and ask to have the amendment added to has to do with 
the interpretation of the economy bill, and provides that if 
any provision of the section is held invalid the remainder 
of the section and the application of the provisions thereof 
to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected 
thereby. 

Now, it may be asking the Chairman to stretch the appli­
cation of the rule, and that is why I appealed to the chair­
man of the Committee on Appropriations.. If the committee 
will not insist upon the point of order, then these few em­
ployees whose 20 days' salary was withheld by this con­
struction may have their money. If the technical ruling 
was correct before, it is probably correct now, unless by 
changing the application of the amendment and tying it into 
this sentence and referring exactly to the holding of inva­
lidity of the sentence will meet the situation. 

I have tried to adapt this amendment to the text of the 
statute for the purpose of making it germane. I hope the 
Chairman can find it within his discretion to rule with 
me, and if the Chairman does not I hope that the chair­
man of the Committee on Appropriations will permit this 
little group of postal employees to have that small amount. 

There is one other detail that I want to draw attention to. 
Perhaps the fault is in asking for retirement pay instead 
of their full pay. These men in all fairness have asked to 
have their retirement pay recognized instead of their full 
pay. Their time was up on the 1st day of July and they were 
ordered to continue until the lOth day of July. By the 
application of this ruling of the Comptroller General they 
were paid full salary until the lOth of July, no retirement 
pay and no salary until the 1st day of August, and from 
the 1st day of August the retirement pay. I submit the case 
as thus presented for the ruling of the Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. McMILLAN). The Chair is ready 
to rule. The Chair has already on two occasions had this 
identical question raised on amendments proposed by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. MEADL The Chair feels, 
as he has already stated when the other two points of order 
were raised, that the amendment is not germane to the 
section, and the Chair therefore sustains the point of order. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, which is at the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: On page 66, 

line 10, after the word "thereby," add the following: "Provided, 
That section 211 shall not operate so as to reduce any employee's 
compensation to an amount less than 91% per cent of his com­
pensation during the fiscal year 1932." 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, section 211 
which is dealt with in this amendment, is the night-work 
differential provision of the economy act. After many years 
of effort, legislation was enacted some four years ago, provid­
ing that postal workers and others compelled to work be-

tween the hours of 6 p.m. and d a.m. should have a 10 per 
cent differential in their pay. Under the economy act that 
differential was reduced to 5 per cent, or, in other words, it 
was cut in two. I am trying now to carry out the policy of 
the Appropriations Committee when it says that the cut 
should be held to 8% per cent. 

It is certainly unjust that men compelled to work unnat­
ural hours, in the most disagreeable service within the postal 
and other governmental services, should bear a double bur­
den, and not only lose 8% per cent of their compensation 
but also an additional loss on their night differential on 
account of their working at night. I believe the members of 
the committee do not desire a double penalty on those who 
are compelled against their will to work during the night 
hours. This amendment does not provide for any increase. 
It provides that the deduction for night workers shall be 
8 ¥3 per cent and no more. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I yield. 
Mr. ARNOLD. Does not the gentleman's amendment pro­

vide that the reduction shall not exceed 8% per cent below 
what is received for the preceding year? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Nineteen thirty-two, yes. 
Mr. ARNOLD. Now, suppose they do not work the same 

len.gth of time during the year as they did in 1932? 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Well, at the rate, of course 

is what is intended. ' 
Mr. ARNOLD. But that is not the amendment. The 

amendment provides that under no circumstances can the 
compensation for 1933 be more than 8 Ya per cent less than 
he received in 1932. 

M:r. KELLY of Pennsylvania. We have exactly the same 
language in the economy act that has been in operation. 
We provided that postmasters and supervisors who might 
be reduced because of the decrease in receipts of their office 
should not receive less than 91% per cent of their compen­
sation for the previous year. That has been operative under 
rulings by the Comptroller General without any trouble, and 
this is the same language as is now carried in the economy 
law. It is dealt with now without any trouble. It places the 
variOus employees of the service on a parity, that is all. We 
have- already taken two classes, postmasters and supervisors, 
and set them aside on a 91% per cent basis. This amend­
ment provides that we take 40,000 postal workers and others 
who are compelled to work at night and put them in a class 
where they shall not have more than 8% per cent reduction 
for 1934. I believe it is justified in every respect on the 
basis of action ah·eady taken. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two minutes on 
this amendment. 

I want to make this very earnest appeal to the House: 
If we want to practice economy, let us practice it. If we 
want to make any reductions for 1934, let us do so, and let 
us not go ahead and adopt these amendments which may 
mean a great deal or which may mean nothing. How many 
Members of this House know just what is carried in the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
A subcommittee, consisting of the gentleman from lllinois, 
the two gentlemen from Indiana, the gentleman from Ken­
tucky, and myself, sat for several days and considered this 
matter, and I dare say there is not one of them who could 
tell just exactly what this amendment means and what it 
will result in if adopted. Of course, I know the gentleman 
has already stated what in his opinion it will mean. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. But it is already in the law. 
Mr. BYRNS. But it only applied to one service. The 

gentleman has the Post Office Department always in his 
mind when he discusses matters on the floor of this House, 
but I want to say to him there are nine other departments 
of this Government and a great many employees in those 
departments. 

Let us take no action here which will not mean carrying 
out the promises that men on both sides of this Chamber 
made in every speech during the campaign. There is not a. 
Member here on either side of this aisle who did not tell the 
people whose votes he was asking that if they sent him 
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back to Congress he was going to protect the interests of the 
taxpayers and give some attention to their Treasury and 
to those who have to supply revenues to pay your salaries 
and the salary of every employee of this Government. Now, 
I beg of you not to go ahead and adopt an amendment the 
effect of which you do not know. · [Applause.] 

The CHAIR~/IAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLYl. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. LAGuARDIA: Add to section 4 the 

following: " Provided further, That the deductions from compen­
sation authorized under section 101, for purposes of impound­
ing, shall not exceed one-eleventh under subsection (A) or one­
twelfth under subsection (B) of the salary in excess of $1,500 
per annum, but nothing herein shall be construed to reduce the 
amount of absence from duty authorized therein, in the case 
of the former (A) 1 day in each week, and in the case of the 
latter (B) 24 working days, or 1 calendar month: Provided fur­
ther, That the reductions under section 105 shall in no case 
exceed one-twelfth of the salary in excess of $1,500 per annum." 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the amendment that it is not germane to anything 
in this bill or in this section. I could not hear all of the 
amendment as read, and do not have it all in my mind, 
but, as I recall, it referred to the impounding of appro­
priations. There is nothing in this bill seeking to im­
pound appropriations. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The amendment refers to the cl9.use in 
section 4, and would provide an exemption of $1,500. That 
is all there is to the amendment. 

Mr. BYRNS. Making the exemption $1,500 instead of 
$1,000? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; instead of $1,000 it provides an 
exemption of $1,500. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair 
feels this amendment is germane to the section, and there­
fore overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, may I say this: Section 110 
of the law for 1933 applies to impounding. There is nmili.ng 
in this bill that has any reference to the impounding of 
salaries. 

The CHAIRMAN. Inasmuch as the various terms and 
conditions provided for under the economy act for 1932 are 
extended to this bill by its own terms, the Chair feels the 
amendment is germane and is in order, and therefore over­
rules the point of order. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, this amendment raises 
the exemption from $1,000 to $1,500. No; it does more than 
that. The present economy law provides a deduction on sal­
aries over $1,000. My amendment would provide an exemp­
tion of $1,500. 

I want to be perfectly frank with the chairman. This, of 
course, will require additional appropriations. It is not like 
my previous amendment, seeking to correct an unintentional 
error in the drafting of the bill. This changes the policy of 
the economy law and provides an exemption of $1,500 on all 
salaries and makes the deductions applicable on that part 
of the salary over and above $1,500. 

The purpose of my amendment is to bring before the 
House this proposition which was considered by the House 
and approved by the House to the extent of $2,500. The 
economy bill went over to the other body, and there it was 
changed and we got back an entirely different bill from 
conference. The House was then told that they should 
accept the conference report because it was only a tempo­
rary proposition. 

Now, let us be perfectly frank about this. It is not as 
though it were going to be a temporary proposition. It 
comes here for another year. The distinguished chairman 
makes no promise that it is only for another year, and, of 
course, he could make no such promise. So I believe we 
might as well face the facts and realize that it looks as 
though this deduction is going to be a permanent matter, a 
matter of policy that will continue for some time. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield. 
Mr. BYRNS. I wish to ask the gentleman for an ex­

planation of his amendment. Does the gentleman seek to 
except $1,500 of every salary from any reduction? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; I made that statement. 
Mr. BYRNS. For instance, if a person gets $1,500 there 

would be no reduction; the reduction applies to salaries 
above $1,500? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; to salaries above $1,500. 
Mr. BYRNS. Does the gentleman have any idea how 

many, many millions of dollars that will mean and how 
it will increase this appropriation? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I have so stated. 
Mr. BYRNS. How much? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I know it is quite a substantial amount. 
Mr. BYRNS. It might involve nearly half of the amount 

that is carried in this bill? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; I suppose so. I do not think it 

is quite half. 
Mr. BYRNS. Of course, if the House wants to adopt the 

amendment under those circumstances it can. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. It does not amount to half of the bill, 

no; it does not amount to half of the appropriation carried 
in the bill. 

Mr. BYRNS. Half of the savings. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 
Mr. BYRNS. Half of the savings of the economy bill? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. ·Half the savings of the economy bill. 
Mr. BYRNS. Half of the $98,000,000? 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. For the whole Government, not for 

this bill. 
Mr. BYRNS. This bill applies to all the departments. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Exactly. 
Mr. BYRNS. Therefore if the gentleman's amendment 1s 

adopted it applies to the whole Government. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I have so stated. 
Mr. BYRNS. So if the House wants to add $45,000,000 or 

$50,000,000, just adopt the amendment. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Now, the gentleman does not insist it 

is $50,000,000. 
Mr. BYRNS. I thought the gentleman admitted that it 

would be about half. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will take the gentleman's figure on 

it; I think so. 
Mr. BYRNS. No; I am not giving any figures. I do not 

know the effect of the gentleman's amendment. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not say the exact amount, but I 

say it is a substantial amount. I am not seeking to disguise 
this amendment at all. 

Mr. BYRNS. I know the gentleman is not. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. I stand for it. I think it is the equi­

table thing to do. If the economy bill had been for one 
year only, as we believed it was, then, of course, there would 
be nothing more to it, but we did pass a $2,500 exemption 
in this House and when it came back from another body 
it was entirely changed, and we were told it was only for 
one year. Now, when it comes back for another year, I say 
we might as well face the situation and make such reduc­
tions on an equitable basis. If we exempt $1,500 I think 
we come nearer exercising fair economy than we do by 
making these arbitrary deductions and reductions. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, I can not believe the House 
will take seriously this amendment. 

If this amendment is adopted it means a routing of the 
savings in the economy bill. The gentleman from New 
York does not know what it would cost the Government, but 
does say it will be a substantial amount. Certainly it would 
run up into the millions. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, if we are seriously interested in econ­
omy in Government let us quit temporizing on this matter. 
The Members here who are interested in economy should 
consider well before voting for this amendment. The Treas­
ury is in a deplorable condition. We should carry along this 
economy bill for 1934 as it is in force during the current 
year. 
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With so little thought and consideration we are able to 

give to this amendment that will mean an additional burden 
of millions of dollars on the taxpayers of this country, it is 
not advisable to support this amendment. A vote for the 
amendment is a vote to increase wages over what they now 
are. The people of the country are demanding economy. 
Both parties are pledged to economy. Are we going to undo 
largely what was done during the last session of Congress? 
This amendment goes far along that line and will undo 
much that was done in the interest of economy in the last 
session by increasing the exemption from $1,000 to $1,500. 
No definite estimates are available as to the cost, but we 
know it will be enormous. The employees are far better off 
to continue for another year on this year's scale than run 
the risk of a far greater sacrifice which is impending. 

Mr. KVALE, Mr. McGUGIN, and Mr. CONNERY rose. 
Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, will I have time to get some 

information from the chairman of the committee with 
reference to an amendment I have to offer? How much 
time is remaining on the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands there is 15 
minut.es of debate remaining, and the gentleman is recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, at the proper time I am 
going to offer an amendment to strike out a section of the 
economy bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair suggests that the gentleman 
·wait until his amendment is offered. The question now is 
on the amendment proposed by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, here we are confronted with a request to 
increase the exemption from $1,000 to $1,500. The Govern­
ment was more than kind to those on its pay roll when 
it granted an exemption of $1,000. The Government dealt 
more kindly with those on its pay roll than other institu­
tions dealt with those on their pay rolls. The great mass of 
people of this country who have suffered reduced wages were 
not guaranteed an exemption of $1,000. They were not 
guaranteed steady employment, and yet they have suffered 
their losses. 

Here is where we are leading to in this bill to-day. The 
postal employees are rather strong. They may be able to 
ramrod through some injustices in this bill which will mean 
special privileges to them, but just as sure as they do, the 
retaliation is going to come from the country and we are 
going to get some economy which we owe the people. 

I will tell you what gave us the economy bill last year. 
It was after this House had passed three appropriation 
bills providing for no automatic increases, and then the 
postal bill came up and the post·al employees were strong 
enough to have that provision stricken from their bill. 
Now, in this bill, go ahead and get this increase and before 
this session is over the Congress will be forced to grant the 
cut that we owe the people of this country. The people 
who are being dealt with unfairly at this time are the tax­
payers of this country and the great mass of people on the 
outside. To-day the special privileged class in this country 
are those who are on the public pay roll. They are the 
ones who are now in these times of distress specially privi­
leged and they might better have some fair regard for 
the great mass of the people. This attitude of "the people 
be damned " will no more serve the purpose of the public 
employees at this time than it served the purpose of the 
railroads in a former day. 

This amendment that is now offered is intolerable. Let 
me say to my Democratic friends your platform made a 
pledge to the people of this country. You pledged 25 per 
cent reduction and the people turned the Government over 
to you. I want to congratulate you for your pledge and I 
trust that you will keep that pledge; but the more you in­
crease expenses at this time the more embarrassing will be 
your task of later trying to keep that pledge. That 25 per 
cent reduction which you have promised is not a 25 per cent 
reduction below the amount which may be effective at the 

end of this session, provided you raise present appropria- · 
tions, but the 25 per cent pledge which you promised means 
25 per cent below the cost of government at the time your 
platform was written in Chicago. Not only do I hope you 
keep that pledge, but I want to stand on this floor in the 
next session and be as loyal as any of the members of the 
Democratic Party in assisting in keeping that pledge. You 
Democrats owe it to your party. You owe it to the people 
and every Member of this Congress in the next session is 
going to owe it to the people of this country to keep that 
pledge and to give the country reduced cost of government. 

There are some people whom we must represent for a 
while and they are those who are bearing the burden of the 
cost of government. With the cost of government now run­
ning to nearly one-third of the total income of the country, 
the cost of government has become intolerable, and you can 
not reduce it without stepping on somebody's toes, and, so 
far as the last economy bill is concerned, that 8% per cent 
reduction was nothing less than an insult to the great mass 
of toiling taxpayers of this country. That reduction must 
be, sooner or later, not less than 25 per cent. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 

amendment of the gentleman from New York. In these 
days to say you do not favor strict, parsimonious economy 
at the expense of Government employees seems to be like a 
voice crying in the wilderness. 

I would like to say to the distinguished gentleman from 
New York, the Republican leader, that in my district when 
I was campaigning I did not say I would favor cutting down 
Government workers below a decent, living wage. I said 
that I voted against the economy bill and if it came up 
again I would vote against it in the coming session of 
Congress. 

It seems to me that with the president of the American 
Federation of Labor telling us there are anywhere from 
13,000,000 to 16,000,000 people out of work, the only way to 
bring back prosperity in the United States is to give buying 
capacity and buying power to the people of the United 
States, and we ought to be looking for some way to pay 
decent, living wages to the Government workers, instead 
of trying to cut them down to where they can barely live 
or exist. 

The argument that Government workers did not take as 
bad a cut as the workers in private industry does not seem 
to me to be a sound argument. On the floor of this House 
during the last session I called the attention of Members 
to the fact that the day we passed the economy bill the 
United States Steel Corporation put through a second cut 
of 15 per cent upon its workers. They were just waiting to 
see what this House was going to do and then turned 
around to their employees and said, "See, the Government 
cuts its workers; they have cut them below a decent living 
wage, so we will have to cut you again." 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONNERY. Yes. 
Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman also add that as 

a result of that cut, dividends were declared? 
Mr. CONNERY. Dividends were declared as a result of 

that cut; yes. It was fine for the big stockholders. 
Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman prove that statement? 

I would be very much pleased to have that statement 
proved. 

Mr. CONNERY. About the dividends? 
Mr. SNELL. Yes. 
Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 

LAGUARDIA] made the statement. I take the word of the 
gentleman from New York for that statement. The gen­
tleman is usually very accurate about any statement he 
makes on the floor of the House. 

Mr. SNELL. I want proof of the fact that cutting salaries 
in private industry was caused by the action of Congress. 

Mr. CONNERY. The newspaper statement of the cut by 
the United States Steel Corporation came out the same day. 
It is a very strange and remarkable coincidence. 
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Mr. MEAD. Will the gentleman from Massachusetts yield? 
Mr. CONNERY. I yield. 
Mr. MEAD. Is it not a fact that the keynote of the last 

Republican campaign was that we would maintain the high 
standard of wages in America; and is it not true that the 
other day the President advocated a further cut of 11 per 
cent? 

Mr. CONNERY. Yes; and in Massachusetts as a result 
of the economy program of the Federal Government private 
corporations have been cutting and cutting and cutting, so 
that a neighbor of mine working for the General Electric 
Co. for his week's work received the munificent sum of $2.75. 
Girls working in factories are getting $1.75 a week. Men 
are reporting for work, and are only getting work where 
they earn sometimes 25 cents a day, and most of the time 
they can not get work. If cutting the pay of underpaid 
Government workers is all we can suggest toward bringing 
back prosperity to the richest country of the world, then 
there must be something seriously wrong with our economic 
system. I intend to vote fm· the amendment of the gentle­
man from New York. I hope the amendment will pass, and 
incidentally may I congratulate the gentleman from Ten­
nessee [Mr. BYRNS], the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations, and the members of the subcommittee who, 
although under tremendous pressure, refused to place an 
11 per cent cut on the backs of the underpaid Government 
workers. [Applause.] 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of 

the gentleman from New York. 

them a reduction greater than that intended, and greater 
than reductions for other Federal employees with similar 
wage and salary levels: 

45. Leaves of absence: The employees of the Government 
Printing Office, whether employed by the piece or otherwise, shall 
be allowed leaves of absence with pay to the extent of not exceed­
ing 30 days in any one fiscal year, under such regulations and at 
such times as the Public Printer may designate at the rate of 
pay received by them during the time in which such leave is 
earned; but such leaves of absence shall not be allowed to accu­
mulate from year to year. Such employees as are engaged on piece­
work shall receive the same rate of pay for the said 30 days' 
leave as will be paid to day hands. It shall be lawful to allow 
pay for pro rata leave of absence to employees of the Government 
Printing Office in any fiscal year, notwithstanding the fact that 
30 days' leave of absence, with pay, may have been granted to such 
employees in that fiscal year on account of services rendered in a 
previous fiscal year. The Public Printer is authorized to pay to 
the legal representatives of any employee who may die, and may 
have any accrued leave of absence due them as such employees, 
said claim to be paid out of any appropriation for leaves of 
absence. (June 11, 1896, ch. 420, S. 1, 29 Stat. 453.) 

Well, I want that injustice corrected, but Mr. Chairman, 
I will withdraw my amendment at this time. 

The CIL'\IRMAN. Without objection, the amendment 
will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEc. 5. Each permanent specific appropriation available during 

the fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, is hereby reduced for that 
fiscal year by such estimated amount as the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget may determine will be equivalent to the 
savings that will be effected in such appropriation by reason of 
the application of the sections enumerated in section 4 of this 
act. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was 
Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend· 

M Chairman, I offer the following ment, which I send to the desk. 
rejected. 

Mr. KVALE. 
amendment. r. The Clerk read as follows: 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 65, line 22, after the figures " 102," strike out the figures 

"103." 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, I suppose the proper objec­
tion of the chairman to this amendment will be that it 
goes beyond the purpose it seeks to achieve; namely: to 
call attention to an unintentional error in the econon'ly. act, 
whereby an unjust penalty is inflicted on a certain group 
of workers. They are men employed in the Government 
Printing Office. 

Does the gentleman from Tennessee have any informa­
tion in regard to this situation in the Government Printing 
Office, and has he knowledge of the facts that obtain there? 
The compensation is based on 11 months' work, their leave 
is a regularly computed part of the wage, and when we 
take away the leave in 1933 they are also assessed in ad­
vance, and thus are subjected to a double penalty. It is 
working a hardship on the men that are employed in the 
Government Printing Office. 

Mr. BYRNS. I do not know that I can answer the ques­
tion; but if the gentleman's amendment should pass, they 
would be furloughed for 30 days, and then they would be 
given an annual leave of 30 days. 

Mr. KVALE. There is another provision of the act that 
cuts annual leave down. 

Mr. BYRNS. Here we are giving an annual leave of 30 
days, and in another section you are furloughing them 
without pay. I do not see where you would accomplish 
anything. 

Mr. KVALE. I hope that another body will be able to 
correct that, after studying the plight of this group, as­
sessed a double penalty. 

Mr. BYRNS. I think it would be unwise to adopt any 
such amendment at this time. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, under leave to revise and 
extend my remarks, I shall include a quotation from the 
existing law, as found in section 45, title 44, page 1417 of 
Public Printing and Documents, showing that the section 
to which I have referred has operated to abrogate a solemn 
agreement by this Government with more than 5,000 em­
ployees of the Government Printing Office, and infiicts on 

Amendment offered by Mr. MEAD: Amend section 5, page 67, 
after the word "act," by striking out the period and adding the 
following: " Provided., That this section shall not apply to any 
appropriation which has already been reduced in accordance with 
the· provisions of Title II, legislative appropriation act, fiscal year 
1933, which are to be continued under the provisions of section 
4 of this act." 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, on that I reserve the point 
of order. 

Mr. MEAD. Mr. Chairman, I have introduced this amend­
ment more to find out from the chairman of the committee 
just what is the intention of section 5. I assume that the 
Committee on Appropriations has already reduced all of the 
appropriations to the limit permitted under the economy law. 
This section seems to grant further authority to the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget that he further decrease all the 
appropriations to the limit permitted by the economy law. 
After Congress reduces the appropriations in keeping with 
the economy act, will the Director of the Budget inflict 
double penalty upon the workers in the departments? 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, this section 5 applies only 
to permanent, specific appropriations. It does not apply to 
the annual appropriations that are carried in the Post Office 
title of the bill that we now have under consideration, or 
any of the other regular appropriation bills. Permanent, 
specific appropriations have a well-defined meaning. There 
are no permanent, specific appropriations in the Post Office 
section of this bill. They are all annual appropriations. So 
this section 5 could not possibly have the effect of permitting 
an additional cut in the Post Office Department appropria­
tion bill, that we now have under consideration, more than 
has already been made in the annual appropriations. If 
there is any question in the mind of anyone as to what per­
manent appropriations are, or what they include, I suggest 
that he look at the Budget message, 1932, at page A-162, 
statement No. 3, which gives a list of all of the permanent 
appropriations in all the departments of the Government. 
In none of the permanent appropriations there listed is 
there anything at all included that could possibly be con­
strued as the subject of a further cut under section 5 so far 
as annual appropriations in this bill are concerned. The 
amendment offered neither clarifies nor could it have any 
effect on the appropriations carried for salaries or wages. 
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Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. ARNOLD. Yes. 
Mr. LANHAM. Could we have assurance, under the state­

ment of legislative intent made by the gentleman from llli­
nois, that the Comptroller General would not make a ruling 
to the contrary? 

Mr. ARNOLD. I could not tell what the Comptroller 
General might rule or hold, but he has no authority under 
the law to hold that under section 5 these appropriations 
would be subject to a further cut, or that another cut could 
be authorized more than that already made in the annual 
appropriations. There is no justification at all for the Comp­
troller General ruling that a further cut is authorized, be­
cause, by express terms, and the language is not uncertain, 
it is definite, the comptroller can not rule as the gentleman 
from Texas indicates or fears he might. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARNOLD. Yes. 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. The Comptrrller General, 

in a ruling in October, I think it was, stated that he was 
not bound by statements made on the fioor of the House in 
explanation of bills. In view of the fact that the gentleman 
does not know what the Comptroller General will do, should 
we not write in the amendment offered in order to make 
sure that a specific declaration is intended? 

Mr. ARNOLD. But the Comptroller General is bound by 
the specific language of the bill, and the specific language of 
section 5 of the bill here is " each permanent specific ap­
propriation," and there is not a single annual appropriation 
carried in this bill that would warrant the Comptroller 
General in directing a cut. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Would there be any harm 
done in making sure by this amendment? 

Mr. ARNOLD. It would be a useless proceeding. There 
would be no harm done if my good friend from Pennsyl­
vania were to offer an amendment to the effect that none 
of the money herein appropriated shall be used for the sup­
port of the Army and the Navy. Certainly it is not neces­
sary to offer an amendment of that ·kind. None of this 
money can be diverted outside of the specific provisions in 
the bill. 

Mr. THATCHER. And if the Comptroller General would 
disregard the plain provisions of section 5, he would dis­
regard any amendatory language that might be incorpo­
rated. 

Mr. ARNOLD. If he felt he had authority, as the gentle­
man suggests, to violate the specific language here, he would 
likewise feel that he would have authority to violate any 
language that might be put in by way of amendment. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. The point is that he might 
interpret the word "permanent" to mean the appropria­
tions under this bill. 

Mr. ARNOLD. If the gentleman will look in the Budget 
at the page I indicated, he will there see what the perma­
nent appropriations are. The Comptroller General could 
not by any range of imagination reach the conclusion that 
the gentleman is fearful he might reach, because the intent 
is as plain and specific as the English language can make it. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. We thought that very thing 
about the provision that the 8% per cent deduction should 
not be taken from employees getting $1,000 and less, and 
yet the deduction was taken. This language might possibly 
lead to a double cut of the entire amount of the economy 
provisions. 

Mr. ARNOLD. I can understand where language in an 
act is doubtful or somewhat uncertain that the Comptroller 
General might reach a conclusion in one way that would 
not be in harmony with the views of other people; but the 
Comptroller General can not reach a conclusion in inter­
preting a bill of this kind where the language is so definite 
and certain as to leave no possibility of doubt. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Tennessee 
insist upon the point of order? 

Mr. BYRNS. No, Mr. Chairman. I withdraw the point 
of order. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I want to take a moment 
to ask the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations to 
take into consideration the fact that he does not want any 
chance of a double reduction of 8% per cent of all govern­
mental employees. Neither do I. The word " permanent " 
is there, and the section requires the reduction from perma­
nent specific appropriations. In the latter part of the sec­
tion it is stated that the sections enumerated in section 4 
of this act shall apply to these appropriations. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Can the gentleman point out in the title 
of this bill a single appropriation that is permanent and 
specific? 
. Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I believe that the Comp­
troller General could say there can not be anything more 
permanent than an appropriation that has been carried for 
150 years during the history of the Post Office Department 
appropriation measures. 

Mr. ARNOLD. But it is reenacted each year. It is an 
annual appropriation and not a permanent appropriation. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. But suppose he says it is 
an annual and a permanent appropriation. 

Mr. BYRNS. I may say to the gentleman that there is a 
very wide difference between an annual appropriation, an ap­
propriation which falls of its own weight at the end of the 
fiscal year unless renewed by Congress, and an appropria­
tion which is permanent, and which is not appropriated 
from year to year and goes along whether Congress passes 
an appropriation bill or not. A permanent appropriation is 
like the brook that goes on forever. There is quite a dis­
tinction between the two. I can not imagine a Comptroller 
General, certainly not the distinguished gentleman who now 
holds the position, being so utterly absurd as to say that this, 
in any sense, would involve a double reduction, because I am 
just as much opposed to a double reduction as the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I realize that and want to 
make sure our opposition will be effective. 

Mr. BYRNS. Now, if the gentleman undertakes to put 
any language in, in connection with this paragraph, I sub­
mit lhat he is in danger of doing just what he does not want 
to do. In other words, he may involve the proposition to an 
extent as to do something he is endeavoring to prevent. I 
think the best thing to do is to leave this just as it is because 
there can not be the slightest reason for any confusion in 
the mind of anyone as to the difference between a perma­
nent appropriation and one that has to be made from year 
to year; and if there is, this debate will undoubtedly clear 
that up. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. The debate does not clear 
it up at all. That is the trouble; and, since no harm would 
be done, I think the chairman should accept the amendment. 

Mr. BYRNS. Well, I think there may be harm done. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition in 

opposition to the amendment. 
While the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY] 

is correct in his statement that the debates in Congress are 
not, in the construction of a statute, taken into considera­
tion in interpreting the will of Congress, yet it is fundamental 
in the construction of statutes that the reports accompany­
ing the bills are always considered in the interpretation of 
those statutes. 

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield right there? 
Mr. STAFFORD. I yield. 
Mr. BYRNS. That was demonstrated the other day by 

the Supreme Court when it ruled on a specific case with 
reference to the reapportionment act. 

Mr. STAFFORD. It was not only illustrated in that 
decision but it is illustrated in all the decisions of the Su­
preme Court passing on the construction of acts where the 
intent is not clear. 

I merely take time to call attention to the report accom­
panying this bill, which points out in unmistakable terms 
the distinction between an annual appropriation and a per­
manant appropriation, found on page 8 of the report. As 
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always, the reports from the Committee on Appropriations, 
of which the clerk of the committee, the experienced and 
very efficient clerk, Mr. Marcellus Sheild, has the prepara­
tion, they are always illuminating and in every way correct. 
[Applause.] The report points out in specific language and 
refers to the specific appropriations under the title of 
" Permanent Appropriations," and the~ as the next title, 
"Annual Appropriations." 

The adoption of this amendment would only confuse and 
make confusion worse confounded. Any person who knows 
anything about congressional appropriations knows the dif­
ference between an annual appropriation and a permanent 
appropriation, and there is no need for clarification. It 
only muddles the interpretative character of the section. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. MEAD]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 

word. I do this to ask the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations if in reality, with this permanent specific ap­
propriation and indefinite appropriation, without any refer­
ence to the amendment offered, we are not appropriating in 
this bill the sum of $2,240,294,000? Did the gentleman hear 
my question? 

Mr. BYRNS. I thought I did. 
Mr. GOSS. I said, in addition to the annual appropriation 

of $961,000,000, found on page 35 of the report, in order to 
get at the real apiJTopriation for these two departments, we 
should add the figures on page 37, $1,278,000,000 and the 
$165,000, for the Post Office Department, which would make a 
total appropriation for the Treasury and Post Office Depart­
ments, including the specific and indefinite appropriations, 
of $2,240,000,000 odd. 

Mr. BYRNS. Of course, if the gentleman wants to get at 
the total amount, it will be $1,278,731,138 for the Treasury 
Department, plus $165,000 for the Post Office Department 

Mr. GOSS. And then plus $961,000,000 in the annual 
supply bill. That, in reality, would give us the total amount 
we are appropriating to-day on this entire bill, including_ the 
permanent appropriation, would it not? sl v 

Mr. BYRNS. That is the total amount; but we are only 
appropriating in this particular bill $961,000,000. 

Mr. GOSS. But we have to appropriate for the permanent 
appropriations this other amount of $1,278,000,000. 

Mr. BYRNS. We do not appropriate that. That is 
already appropriated, as I said. 

Mr. GOSS. But it is to be considered as a part of the 
money spent by the department. 

Mr. BYRNS. Undoubtedly it is subject to be spent by 
the departments; but we do not appropriate it in this bill, 
because it is carried from year to year. 

Mr. GOSS. Well, the departments will have the power 
of spending $2,240,000,000 in this bill, including the perma­
nent appropriations as well? Is that correct? 

Mr. BYRNS. Well, I assume the gentleman knows his 
arithmetic, and therefore he has made a correct addition 
of the sums. I will accept the gentleman's statement. 

Mr. GOSS. What I was getting at was how we are going 
to accomplish some of these economies in cutting down Gov­
ernment expenditures. 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
SEC. 7. In order to keep within appropriations made for any 

particular service for the fiscal year 1934, or in cases in which the 
number of officers and employees in any particular service is in 
excess of the number necessary for the requirements of such 
service, the heads of the several executive departments and inde­
pendent establishments of the United States Government and 
the municipal government of the District of Columbia, respec­
tively, are hereby authorized and directed, instead of discharging 
officers and employees from the service, to furlough, without pay, 
any offi~rs and employees carried on their respective rolls for 
such time as in their judgment may be necessary to distribute as 
far as practicable employment on the available work in such 
service among all the officers and employees of such service: Pro­
vided, That the higher salaried shall be furloughed first when­
ever possible without injury to the service: Provided juTther, That 

any adm.lnistrative furlough taken pursuant hereto shall be 1n 
addition to the furlough required by any of the provisions of 
section 4 of this act: Provided juTther, That rules and regulations 
shall be promulgated by the President with a view to securing 
uniform action by the heads of the various executive departments 
and independent Government establishments in the application of 
the provisions of this section. 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. · 

Mr. Chairman, as a real friend of the Government em­
ployees of this country, I want to thank the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. BYRNS] and his associates on the committee, 
Mr. ARNOLD, of Illinois, Mr. LUDLOW, of Indiana, Mr. WooD, 
of Indiana, and Mr. THATCHER, of Kentucky, for playing 
Santa Claus to the Government employees. In the language 
of the street, these gentlemen bave "taken it on the chin" 
in behalf of the Government employees. [Applause.] 
They were faced with the recommendation from the Presi­
dent not only providing for the carrying on of the furlough 
plan which has existed since last July, but also calling upon 
that committee to impose a further reduction in the salaries 
of the Government employees. They were faced with the 
demand of the people for a reduction in Government ex­
penses. They have reduced the appropriation, but they have 
left the Government employees in the same position they 
have been since July 1, 1932. 

The Members referred to have defended the bill as re­
ported. One might think when he reads the RECORD, they 
are not friends of the Government employee, but I say to 
you the Government employees have no better friends. 
There is no telling what might have happened in the end 
if changes had been made in the furlough plan or the ex­
emption raised. It must be remembered that we are run­
ning in the red nearly $5,000,000 a day. The Government 
employees must share with others the burden of reducing 
the expenses of the Government, and I. am sure the great 
majority of them realize the situation. It is not pleasing 
work that must be performed by the committee, but they 
have handled the matter in such a way that every Govern­
ment employee should feel obligated to them. [Applause.] 

During the campaign the Democratic candidate made the 
statement that he would endeavor to reduce the expenses 
of the Government $1,000,000,000 if he were elected. The 
next day the Secretary of the Treasury demanded to know 
where he would reduce the Government expenditures $1,000,-
000,000; but two days later President Hoover announced that 
if he were reelected, he would reduce governmental expendi­
tures by $1,250,000,000, and we heard no more from Mr. 
Mills. The recommendation came . down here that further 
salary reductions be made, and I think the Government em­
ployees are exceptionally fortunate in having members of 
the Appropriations Committee, especially the subcommittee 
on the Post Office and Treasury appropriation bill who 
brought to the House a sensible bill which treated the em­
ployees fairly, while at the same time treating the taxpayers 
fairly. I want to--

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. I yield. 
Mr. STAFFORD. For the sake of historical accuracy, I 

think the record should be kept clear. I do not care par­
ticularly to revive campaign issues, but when the gentleman 
states that the present President of the United States went 
the President elect one better and said he would reduce the 
Budget expenses a. billion and a quarter, I fail to recall that 
speech, and I would have remembered it distinctly because 
I heard the President's speech over the radio in which he 
criticized the claim of Governor Roosevelt and said it was 
impossible to take off another $1,000,000,000, and he pointed 
out the impracticability of so doing. 

Now, perhaps the President elect may have duped the 
people by making them believe he could reduce expenditures 
by a billion dollars, but the present President of the United 
States did not say they could be reduced a billion dollars, 
and I challenge the gentleman from Missouri to point out 
any statement of the President to that effect. 
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Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. All right. I can. The gen­

tleman from Wisconsin lost all interest in the election after 
the primary, so of course he does not remember. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I never lose interest in an election, or 
interest in my distinguished colleague, the gentleman from 
Missouri, but to-day he misstated the fact by saying he was 
not representing rural carriers because he had none in his 
district when the fact is he was a candidate at large and was 
looking forward to representing them. 

Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. Not at that time. I was 
elected to represent a district entirely within the boundaries 
of the city of St. Louis where there are no rural carriers and 
I will continue to represent that district until March 4 next. 

Mr. STAFFORD. And he knows that very well indeed. 
Mr. COCHRAN of Missouri. I did not rise here to get 

into a discussion with the gentleman from Wisconsin, a 
valuable Member, one that I admire, who is always looking 
after the interests of the people. My purpose in speaking 
was to commend the members of this subcommittee and to 
have the record show that while they defended the bill 
as reported in -so doing they were not assailing the interests 
of the Government employees but on the contrary were 
looking after their welfare. I hope this bill which will be 
passed in a few minutes will end for this session the ques­
tion of further reducing Government employees' salaries. If 
it does, they have the members of the committee previously 
named to thank for it. 

The pro forma amendment was withdrawn. 
The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill. 
Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 

do now rise and report the bill back to the House with 
sundry amendments, with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do 
pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. McMn.LAN, Chairman of the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re­
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill H. R. 13520 and had directed him to report the same 
back to the House with sundry amendments, with the recom­
mendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the 
bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. BYRNS. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill and all amendments thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 

amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en gros. 
The amendments were agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 

was read the third time, and passed. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

NEUSE RIVER, N. q. 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up a privileged 

resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 306 
Resolved, That there be printed as a House document the letter 

from the Secretary of War, dated June 1, 1932, transmitting, 
pursuant to section 1 of the river and harbor act approved Janu­
ary 21, 1927, a letter from the Chief of Engineers submitting a 
report with accompanying plans and estimates of costs for the de-
velopment and improvement of the Neuse River, N.C. · 

With the following committee amendment: 
In line 1, after the word "printed," insert the words "with 

illustrations." 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman ex­
plain what I regard as a rather unusual resolution pro­
viding for the printing of some survey or report as to some 
stream, perhaps the Peewee stream, down in North Caro-
lina? · 

Mr. STEVENSON. This is not an unusual resolution. 
Such resolutions have become rather unusual during my 
incumbency of the chairmanship of the committee, because 
we have not reported many of them. This is one that the 
North Carolina delegation has been very much interested 

in, and the proposition is one that will cost about $600, 
and the committee saw fit to report it and ask that it be 
passed. It is not an unusual resolution, but is the usual ODE\ 

Mr. STAFFORD. What is the need of having it printed 
as a special document at a cost of $600? 

Mr. STEVENSON. That is the way they are always 
printed. There have been certain surveys of other rivers 
that cost something like $50,000 and we have not seen fit 
to print those. This is a very small matter and the com­
mittee saw fit to report it because the report is needed 
for the purpose of improvement of the Neuse River. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman inform the House 
what is the rule with regard to the printing of these re­
ports, because we have available the reports of the Army 
engineers without any special resolution of Congress. 

Mr. STEVENSON. No; we do not have them in such 
printed form. This is the form in which they are usually 
published, but there have been very few of them published 
recently. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the committee 
amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the table. 

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEES 

The Chair laid before the House the following com­
munication: 

Hon. JoHN N. GARNER, 

HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., December 15, 1932. 

Speaker of the House of Repre$entatives. 
· DEAR Sm: I hereby tender my resignation as a member of the 

following committees of the House of Representatives: Flood Con· 
trol, Territories, Accounts, Public Buildings and Grounds, effec­
tive at once. 

WILLIAM J. DRIVER. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the resignation is 
accepted. 

There w~s no objection. 
INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL 

~,. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that general debate on the Interior Department 
appropriation bill (H. R. 13710) may be limited to the bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, as I stated a day or so ago, perhaps in private con­
versation with the · chairman of the Committee on Appro­
priations when he proposed a similar request, I question the 
advisability of shutting off Members absolutely from discuss­
ing questions of moment that affect the country. I have no 
objection to limiting debate and will join with the gentle­
man from Colorado in such a request, but I question whether 
it is advisable to shut off this long-established principle 
which Speaker Clark once said was a necessary essential to 
give the Members of the House an opportunity to express 
themselves on general questions. I will join in limiting the 
debate to one hour or two hours, or even less, but I do not 
think we should inaugurate a policy of foreclosing general 
debate. 

Mr. BYRNS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STAFFORD. Surely. 
Mr. BYRNS. If we do not have general debate upon this 

bill, its consideration can be concluded in two or three days. 
There is another important bill, with which the gentleman 
is familiar, that is now in process of formation in the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

I have not talked with anyone, but I assume it is expected 
to take that bill up next week and consider it probably early 
in the week. We would like to get this bill out of the way, 
because the Christmas holidays are coming, and whether the 
holiday is to be long or short we would like to have this bill 
djsposed of. There will be a number of appropriation bills 
after Christmas with plenty of opportunity for Members to 
discuss matters of general importance, just as they had an 
entire week in discussion of the President's message. I do 
not think anyone is going to be hurt by waiving general 
debate on this particular bill 
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Mr. STAFFORD. Merely limiting the character of gen­

eral debate does not foreclose the gentleman having the bill 
in charge from limiting the time of general debate. Mr. 
Speaker, I object. 

Mr. BYRNS: We all know how embarrassing it is to deny 
a Member the opportunity of making a speech on some 
general subject when he wants to make one. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, if this is going to be the 
only instance where the Committee on Appropriations is 
going to ask this privilege, I shall not object. 

Mr. BYRNS. I would not want to promise that. 
Mr. STAFFORD. I do not wish it understood, as a funda­

mental principle, we are going to foreclose general debate, 
because that right should not be denied the membership of 
this House. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman allow me to ask 
a question of the chairman of the committee? 

The gentleman from Tennessee has stated there will be 
a number of appropriation bills for consideration immedi­
ately after Christmas. Is it probable the Interior Depart­
ment bill will be the only appropriation bill that will be 
ready for consideration before the Christmas holidays? 

Mr. BYRNS. No; I may say to the gentleman that I fully 
expect the Department of Agriculture appropriation bill 
will be ready in a few days, and we will then be prepared 
to go on with that bill if the way is clear. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I ask the question because many gen­
tlemen have been inquiring of me in regard to the program. 

Mr. SNELL. Can the gentleman state how long a vaca­
tion we are going to have for the holidays? 

Mr. BYRNS. The gentleman will have to ask somebody 
else .that question. I will refer him to the Speaker and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 

Mr. SNELL. I think it is time that we should know, be­
cause several Members are making inquiries of me, and I 
would like to get the information. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BYRNS. I will, but I have not the floor. 
Mr. BLANTON. What is the use of meeting here between 

Christmas and New Year, when there will not be a quorum 
and we can not transact any business? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, for the time be£~ I 
object. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill 
H. R. 13710, the Department of the Interior appropriation 
bill, and I will ask the gentleman from Ohio if he has any 
suggestion to make as to the time for general debate? 

Mr. MURPHY. I have only one request for 30 minutes. 
Mr. DYER. Let us take 1 hour-30 minutes on a side. 
Mr. MURPHY. I would suggest to the gentleman that we 

have one hour on each side. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent that general debate be limited to one hour on each 
side. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Colorado asks 
unanimous consent that general debate be limited to one 
hour. Is there objection? 

Mr. DE PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I object. We can not do 
justice to both sides on this bill in two hours. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, then I move 
that general debate be limited to one hour on each side. 

Mr. SNELL. That is not in order at this time. Let it 
run along now, and we will decide on that to-morrow. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani­
mous consent that the debate be controlled one-half by 
myself and one-half by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The motion of Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado was then agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. BLAND 

in the chair. 
The CHAmMAN. The House is now in Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 

of the bill (H. R. 13710) making appropriations for the sup­
port of the Interior Department for the year ending June 
30, 1934. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani­
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield five 

minutes to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM]. 
Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com­

mittee, I have asked for this time for the purpose of calling 
attention to a bill which I have to-day introduced. 

The so-called soldiers' bonus is a question to which we 
have all given much consideration, and there is much diver­
sity of opinion as to what policy should be pursued with 
reference to the proposal for the payment of the remainder 
of the bonus certificates at this time. However, I wish to 
address my remarks to possible legislation affecting veterans 
of the World War which, in my judgment, should not be 
controversial. 

Some time ago a law was passed which authorized the 
veterans of the World War to borrow one-half of the amount 
of their adjusted-service certificates. 

Since the time these loans were made to the veterans, we 
have been going through a period of depression the severity 
of which was anticipated neither by them nor by us. The 
loans upon these certificates are bearing interest at the rate 
of 4% per cent, compounded annually. Under the deplorable 
conditions which exist, most of these veterans are unable to 
pay the interest or to repay the loan. If this interest is per­
mitted to continue until the time these certificates terminate 
by law and become payable, it will in many instances absorb 
practically all of the remainder of the principal. In view 
of the fact that these veterans have been thrown into this 
unfortunate situation through no fault of their own, it seems 
to me that they are entitled to consideration and to such 
action in a legislative way as would prevent them from hav­
ing to forfeit through these interest charges practically all 
of the remainder that would be due on those certificates 
when finally paid. At the same time it must be borne in 
mind, as was evidenced by the fact that the proposal to pay 
the remainder of the bonus at this time failed of passage in 
the last session of this Congress, that the Government is not 
in a position now to make any large outlays. Consequently 
I have introduced a bill seeking to do justice to the veterans 
who find themselves in this unfortunate situation and at the 
same time to do justice to the Government by requiring no 
large expenditure. I have introduced the bill as a predicate 
for consideration of the matters involved in it. Perhaps it 
is not ideal. Perhaps there are some angles not touched by 
it. Personally, I should like to see all of the interest remit­
ted and the amount which has been received as loans con­
sidered as partial payments when the adjusted-service cer­
tificates finally mature. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yield five 
minutes more to the gentleman. 

Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LANHAM. Yes; briefly. 
Mr. MOUSER. If the gentleman's proposal should be 

carried into effect, the World War veterans would be satis­
fied and there would not be a continual agitation for the 
payment in cash of the bonus or by bonds at a time when 
the Government can not afford it? 

Mr. LANHAM. I think that would likely be the result, 
and I thank my colleague for his contribution. This bill 
provides that upon the written request of a veteran the 
amount which has been borrowed by him against his 
adjusted-service certificate, plus the interest which has accu­
mulated upon it and been unpaid, shall be applied as a 
partial payment upon the adjusted-service certificate, and 
that there shall be turned over to the veteran the certificate 
which the Government now holds as security for the loan. 
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I make the same provision, upon the written request of the 
veteran, when the loan has been negotiated through banks 
rather than through the agencies of the Veterans' Adminis­
tration here in Washington. I provide that it shall be 
upon the written request of the veteran because of the fact 
that some veterans may desire to pay off the loans and have 
their adjusted-service certificates rem3.in in their original 
condition. 

This proposal will not likely involve any outlay upon the 
part of the Government that the Government is not going 
to be called upon to bear anyway. It will, in my judgment, 
do justice to these men who, through no fault of their own, 
are unable in these days of strain and stress and depression 
to pay the interest which is being compounded annually on 
their loans, and I think the bill which I have introduced 
offers the basis for discussion toward a desirable end which 
will involve no additional present outlay on the part of the 
Government. At the same time it will relieve many of these 
veterans who find themselves in such circumstances that 
they can not pay this interest and are likely to have the 
remainder of their certificates absorbed by it. 

The bill perhaps is not ideal, but I do think, in spite of 
the many angles presented, something along this line can 
be worked out that will involve no outlay on the part of the 
Government other than outlays it will necessarily have to 
make under present conditions. 

Mr. HOOPER. Mr. Chairm~n. will the gentleman yield? 
Air. LANHAM. Yes. 
Mr. HOOPER. Does the gentleman's proposal act retro­

actively as to the interest accrued up to this time, or does 
it relate to future interest? 

Mr. LANHAM. The proposal which I have made is one 
made purely as a basis for discussion. Personally, I should 
like to see the interest remitted from the time the loan was 
made and that loan considered as a part payment of the 
amount to become due. I have provided here that the inter­
est due up to the time of the enactment of the bill, together 
with the loan made, shall be a charge against the certificate 
on final payment and the certificate returned to the veteran, 
no longer to be held as security. 

Mr. HOOPER. It refers to future interest? 
Mr. LANHAM. Yes. There would be no future interest 

accruing. I think this matter worthy of serious considera­
tion, and I trust that Members will give it that consideration 
from the standpoint of trying to do justice both to the 
Government and to the veteran. 

The text of the bill I have introduced is as follows: 
A bill to provide that in certain cases loans to veterans upon 

adjusted-service certificates shall be considered partial pay­
ments, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted, etc., That upon written request of any veteran 

to whom the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs has made a loan 
upon an adjusted-service certificate prior to the date of enact­
ment of this act, on which the principal and interest have not 
been paid in full (whether or not the note has matured) prior 
to the date of such request, the administrator is authorized and 
directed to deduct from the face value of the certificate the 
amount of the unpaid principal and the unpaid interest accruing 
prior to the date of filing such request, cancel the note, and 
restore the certificate to the veteran. 

SEc. 2. Upon written request of any veteran to whom a bank 
has made a loan upon an adjusted-service certificate prior to the 
date of enactment of this act, which has been, or is hereafter, 
satisfied by the administrator by payment to the bank under the 
provisions of subsection (c) of section 502 of the World War 
adjusted compensation act, as amended, the administrator shall 
deduct from the face value of the certificate an amount equal to 
the sum of ( 1) the amount paid by the United States to the bank 
in satisfaction of the bank loan, plus (2) interest on such amount 
from the date of such payment to the date of such request, and 
restore the certificate to the veteran. 

Mr. Mt;TRPHY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. STOKES]. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, we all agree that the 
greatest and most important problem we have before the 
country to-day is getting men back to work at reasonable 
wages. The best way to accomplish this, in my opinion, is 
to endeavor to restore business conditions to normal. So 
long as factories and mills can not operate at a profit they 
will not employ men. 

We can not restore business conditions to normal, in my 
opinion, until we can find a market for our surplus goods 
and commodities abroad. England, Canada, Europe, and 
South America have not been buying from us anything like 
the amount they do in normal times. 

While the supplyLTig of our 120,000,000 American people 
with the necessities of life requires a certain amount of 
labor, transportation, and manufacturing, it is not enough 
without the aid of foreign markets to keep our huge indus­
trial organizations and corporations working at a profit. 

These organizations and corporations were, in a measure, 
built up and increased to their present size, during the 
World War and subsequent thereto, to supply a market that 
was without a doubt augmented by our_ loans to foreign 
countries. 

England and Canada are our two best custom·ers. Eng­
land in 1929 purchased $840,000,000 of our goods, while in 
1931 England purchased only $320,000,000 worth of our 
goods. Canada in 1929 purchased $900,000,000 worth of our 
goods, whereas in 1931 she purchased $320,000,000 worth of 
our goods; representing a total loss of busines3 of over 
$1,000,000,000 for the two countries in one year. 

We can best judge the future by the past; let us look 
back at history. 

At the end of the Napoleonic wars all the countries of 
Europe were in debt to England. The burden was so great 
that commerce was paralyzed until England canceled them 
all, with one or two exceptions, and after that there was a 
season of universal prosperity in which England reaped the 
greatest profits. 

I favor a restudy of this important subject of the debts 
owed by the allied governments to the United States. In 
order to recall to our recollection some of the facts that 
were mentioned at the time the money was paid in 1917, I 
want to quote some statements of Congress, which I pro­
cured from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD (65th Cong., VOl. 55, 
pt. 1): 

Mr. RAINEY said: 
We are not making this loan for the purpose of making an in­

vestment of our funds. We are making this loan in order to 
fu~~ our interests primarily in this World War. 

Mt'. Fitzgerald said: 
I have little sympathy with the suggestion that possibly we 

will not get our money back.. I care not so much if we do not, if 
American blood and American lives be preserved by this grant of 
money. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA said: 
Yes; I believe that a good portion will be in due time returned, 

but I am certain that some of it wm have to be placed on the 
profit and loss column of Uncle Sam's books. Let us understand 
that clearly now, and not be deceived later. Even so, if this 
brings about a speedy termination of the European war and 
permanent peace to our own country, it is a good investment at 
that. 

Mr. PARSONS. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. STOKES. I yield, briefly. 
Mr. PARSONS. Is it not a fact that practically all of the 

loans made prior to the armistice were canceled in the 
Debt Funding Commission of 1923? 

Mr. STOKES. I do not think so. Part of them were, 
but only a small part. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Not so, as far as loans to Great Britain 
were concerned, which were the major loans. More was 
loaned after the armistice than before to France, and there 
were other loans made to other countries as well. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Madden said: 
I would not care whether these loans were repaid or not. We 

are starting out to win a victory, as I understand it, to maintain 
American rights; and if we can maintain American rights by fur­
nishing money to somebody willing to fight our battles, until we 
are prepared to fight those battles for ourselves, we ought to do it. 

In the Senate the speeches were to the same effect: 
Senator McCumber said: 
Whil~ we are recognizing that we are putting $7,000,000,000 into 

this battle, we must not fail to recognize that we are not as yet 
putting In a single .on~ of . our American , soldiers, while blood is 

. being poured out by our allies in unstinted measure. 
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Senator Kenyon said: 
I want to say this, Mr. President, that I hope none of these 

loans, 1! we make them, will ever be repaid, and that we will never 
ask that they be paid. We owe more to the Republic of France 
for what it has done for us than we can ever repay. 

Senator Cummins said: 
I should like to give the Allies $3,000,000,000 if they need the 

contribution, with never a thought of its repayment at any time 
or under any circumstances. 

Charles Crisp, for 20 years a leading Member of this 
House and now a member of the Tariff Commission, said in 
a speech on this floor, December 18, 1931: 

Right after the war Great Britain came voluntarily and freely 
and settled her debts on a generous basis, and if there can be any 
equity, in a change as to any of them, it is in the case of Great 
Britain. 

people. The price of our export commodities, of which wheat and 
cotton are the outstanding _examples, are of vital importance to our 
own debtor class. 

At the time the loans were made the transfer problem was 
simple, inasmuch as the money was borrowed for the very 
purpose of buying American commodities. In effect, the 
United States loaned the goods to Europe, and loaned them 
at inflated war-time prices. The task of repaying those 
goods at present deflated prices, therefore, is far from 
simple. 

The German reparations originally placed by the four 
allies at about $125,000,000,000 were reduced by the Versailles 
treaty to $31,680,000,000, and then under the Dawes plan to 
about $12,000,000,006 and later by the Young plan to about 
$8,000,000,000 and by the Lausanne agreement further re­
duced to about $712,000,000. Are· we not going to rlo our 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY] share in cooperating in the magnificent achievement which 
stated last week on the floor of the House: Ramsay MacDonald and his associates accomplished? The 

The settlements arrived at by the Debt Commission, at the time, New York Tribune, in an editorial dated December 1, states: 
were fair and justly made in proportion to the capacity of the So far as the Budget is concerned, more real help would clearly 
debtor nations to pay. be obtained through a lump-sum settlement than through pay-

This statement is very true and I do not deny it. But ment in full under present agreements. A number of econamists 
since the date on which the settlements were made the have advocated this proposal. The settlement of reparations at 

Lausanne was of this kind. By the Lausanne agreement the Allies 
capacity of the debtor nations to pay has been severely agreed to accept 3,ooo,ooo,ooo reichsmarks ($750,000,000) in bonds., 
reduced. sell them, and divide the proceeds. A similar settlement of the 

There are only two methods by which payment can be allied debts might call for the delivery to us of, say, $l,ooo.ooo,ooo 
made. in bonds, guaranteed by them jointly and severally. 

First. By payment in gold. Based upon the above thought the following plan sug-
Second. By payment in goods. gests itself: Cancel all foreign government debts and in their 
The United States now holds $4,300,000,000 in gold, which place accept a bond issue of, say, $1,000,000,000, at 5 per cent, 

1s between 40 per cent and 50 per cent of the entire world from the allied powers to run for a period of 50 years. Then 
supply. sell to the American public a 50-year United States Gov-

The British payment yesterday will increase it by ernment 3 per cent bond for the same amount. These latter 
$95,550,000. bonds to be a direct obligation of the United States Gov-

Most of the foreign nations need what little gold they ernment, but specifically secured by the one billion of the 
have as a basis for business credit. allied bonds. The difference in the coupon rate between the 

They can not pay in goods because of the great drop in two issues of 2 per cent, or $20,000,000 a year, to be used as 
commodities. Wheat at 41 cents is the lowest in its history, a sinking fund to amortize th~ American issue. In this 
Copper last week at 5 cents touched its all-time low. With- way the entire American issue would be paid off ' by rna­
out giving a detailed statement, we know that nearly_ all turity and we would still have the $1,000,000,000 allied bonds. 
commodities are recording extremely low prices. WhEm Meanwhile the Treasury would have $1,000,000,000 in cash 
these loans were made commodities were four or :five ttmes to balance the Budget. 
higher than they are to-day. In order to preclude misunderstanding, I am not in favor 

An authority on cotton, Mr. Clayton, last week said: I of cancellation bu~ am in favor of a .happ~ mean bet~een 
The enormous buying power of the South, upon which is de- the ~wo extremes, if we can agree on It, which may suit all 

pendent the employment of several hundred thousand men in partieS. 
factories throughout the country, is inactive to-day, because Eu- To be sure, they owe us the money according to the letter 
rope can not buy the produce of the cotton farmer. of the law but as we are told and truly told by the Apostle 

Calling attention to the fact that the cotton farmer must sell " ' . ' . . . ' . , 
six bales abroad for every five he sells in this country 1! he is to Paul, The letter killeth, but the sp1nt giveth life. 
prosper, he asserted that the only way out for the gr~wer was to To-day the entire country, nay, the whole world, needs 
do everything possible to r~store the buying power of his best stimulation, needs the spirit of new life to renew again the 
:~:~~:~ct~vaem~l!Y :e a~g~!~t,~ ~~is E~~o~~clJe~e !:~~~stre~~ confidence, the hope, enterprise, the courage of nations, in 
the intergovernmental debts downwa~d to a po~t where they the words of Lincoln, "that the weight may be lifted from 
wm not interfere with Europe's capacity to buy the cotton that it the shoulders of all and that all may have an equal chance." 
needs. With the severe depreciation of the pound sterling and 

The matter of a satisfactory settlement of these debts is, the Canadian dollar, they can not afford to buy our goods. 
therefore, very important for the interests of the cotton because it means they are paying from 25 to 30 per cent 
States, and to a lesser extent to the wheat belt. more for the article. 

The Texas Weekly, published at Dallas, dated July 9, 1932, Between September 1, 1932, and November 29, 1932, the 
states as follows: decline in sterling brought drastic declines in cotton and 

One-third of the people of Texas depend on the foreign market wheat, as follows: 
for cotton for their living. The fact that Europe used to spend ----------------.----:-----.--­
about one million dollars a day in Texas for cotton alone, but 
during the past year has not spent much more than half of that 
amount for cotton in the entire South, ought to prompt Texans 
to inquire why this is so, and to make an effort to find out the 
answer to that question. 

As of 
Sept. 1, 

1932 

As of 
Nov. 29, 

1932 
Decline 

Percem 
The National City Bank of New York, in its December re- sterling (exchange rate)----------------------------- $3.47 $3.14~ 9}i 

view, states as follows: Cotton (price per pound>--------------------------- . 083 . 058 30 

Emphasis is laid upon the great body of domestic indebtedness 
1n default, and Congressmen say that 1t 1s impossible !or them to 
release foreign debtors -from their obligations, which are needed 
to give relief to our debtor classes. This view of the proposals is 
a mistaken one. The true purpose is to consider the part that 
international debt payments have played 1n the breakdown of 
world trade and the 1n.tluence they wlll have, 1! continued, to pro­
long the depression. The people of the United States, with their 
great volume Of exports, are as much interested in this as any 

LXXVI--34 

Wheat (price per bushel)---------------------------- . 57 . 44 23 

This decline in the commodity price of cotton and wheat 
applied to the crop this year represents losses of $150,000,000 
and $92,000,000, or a total of $242,000,000, in comparison 
with $95,000,000 to be paid by England on December 15. 

Many economists have pointed out that a substantial 
scaling down of the debts would promote economic recovery 
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to such an extent that the added tax burden would be far 
more than offset by the increase in the national income. 

The committee for the consideration of intergovernmental 
debts, after analyzing the part played by the debts in con­
tributing to the present paralysis of world trade and examin­
ing the possible disastrous effects of insisting on full pay­
ment, states the case for revision as follows: 

A reasonable readjustment or intergovernmental debts promises 
:far greater material benefits to the American people than the 
direct income which would be received if payment could be made 
1n fulL Any action on our part which would maintain the 
solvency of Europe and revive its power to buy American goods 
would be a stimulus to our own trade and renewed prosperity at 
home. 

It was Napoleon who stated the moral is to the physical as 
3istol. • 

In the reasonable readjustment of these debts we would 
be giving up very little in the actual cost, but we would be 
making a tremendous contribution to the moral value of 
returning confidence in the world, and above all else be 
adding a powerful factor in the hoped-for advance of world 
commodity prices, without which neither the farmer nor the 
wage earner can get very far. 

Let us not forget it was not France nor England that first 
proposed the moratorium but the United States, and condi­
tions now are but little better than they were a year ago. 

The Bank for International Settlements in a report dated 
May, 1932, states: 

All the evidence available leads to the conclusion that any hope 
that a single count ry may achieve prosperity apart from the rest 
or world would indeed be based on an insecure foundation. 

We appeal to the governments on whom the responsibility for 
action rests to permit of no delay in coming to decisions which 
will bring an amelioration of this grave crisis which weighs so 
heavily on all alike. 

Washington in 1784 said to Lafayette: 
We have been contemporaries and fellow laborers in the cause of 

liberty, and we have lived together as brothers should, in harmony 
and fellowship. 

Here in this Chamber, on the right hand of the Speaker, 
hangs the portrait of Washington, and on his left hand is 
that of the Marquis of Lafayette, placed here in order to 
commemorate in perpetuity the friendship of the two great 
nations, in order that we may never forget all that France 
did for us when we achieved our independence. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. STOKES. I yield. 
Mr. BLANTON. I want to ask my friend if he is forgiving 

all his debtors, and if all his creditors are forgiving him, and 
whether or not this Government is now forgiving all its 
nationals? The United States is now collecting from our 
own people dollar for dollar covering everything they owe. 

Mr. STOKES. They are doing this to help the farmers in 
the district of the gentleman from Texas sell their cotton. 

Mr. BLANTON. Never in the world. To carry out the 
suggestions indicated by the gentleman would result in 
saddling upon the shoulders of the farmers and other citizens 
of the United States the $11,500,000,000 which the foreign 
countries owe us and ought in all justice to pay. France 
can pay, but will not, and is thereby guilty of base 
ingratitude. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I yreld 10 min­
utes to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LozrE~t]. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, yesterday I made some ob­
servations in reference to subsidies and subventions paid 
to ocean steamship companies for carrying our foreign 
mail. Many of the contracts made under authority of the 
merchant marine act of 1928 are extravagant, wasteful, 
and involve a prodigal and excessive expenditure of public 
funds. 

To-day I desire to give a few concrete illustrations of the 
legalized plunder, graft, and reckless pocket picking that 
is being carried on under provisions of said act. Many of 
the contracts made by the Post Offi~e Department for car­
rying our foreign mails can not be justified by any process 
of reasoning or made to harmonize with any sound public 
policy. In many instances the compensation has been 

grossly excessive. The system of subventions and subsidies 
contemplated by the merchant marine act has been carried 
to unreasonable limits. 

In the last fiscal year we appropriated approximately 
$36,000,000 to a few concerns for transportation of our air 
and ocean mail. This is one of the many extravagant ex­
penditures that has unbalanced our Budget and unreason­
ably and unnecessarily increased the tax burdens of the 
American people. 

For the fiscal year ended June 30, 1931, ocean steamship 
companies were paid $18,790,765.72 for carrying our foreign 
mails. If these companies had received for this service 
only the compensation provided by section 4009, Revised 
Statutes, the cost to the United States Government would 
have been $2,925,216.25. In other words, for carrying these 
ocean mails, a few favored steamship companies were paid a 
bonus, subsidy, or subvention of $15,865,548.97, receiving, in 
addition to full pay at standard rates, a bounty or subsidy 
of more than five times the compensation payable under 
the general statute fixing compensation for service of this 
character. The merchant marine act enables the Post .. 
master General to pay eJ}orbitant rates for this service. 

To illustrate: 
The American West African Line (Inc.) was paid $87,862.50 

for carrying 133 pounds of mail which was at the average 
rate of $660.62 per pound, while the cost at rates under sec­
tion 4009 would have been only $42.32. In this transaction 
this company, for carrying only 133 pounds of mail, was 
paid a subsidy, bonus, or subvention of $87,820.18. 

The Graee Steamship Line was paid $238,500 for carrying 
2,892 pounds of mail, which was at the average rate of $82.47 
per pound. For carrying 2,892 pounds of mail, this com­
pany received a bonus, subsidy, or subvention amounting to 
$238,041.12. 

The Mississippi Shipping Co. was paid $607,792.50 for 
carrying 161 pounds of mail, which was at the average rate 
of $3,775.11 per pound. Under the rates prescribed by said 
section 4009 the cost of carrying this 161 pounds of mail 
would have been only $95.68, and for this trivial service this 
subsidized shipping concern was paid a bonus, subsidy, or 
su"Wention of $607,696.82. 

The South Atlantic Steamship Co. of Delaware carried 
only 74 pounds of mail, for which it was paid $363,022.50, or 
at the average rate ·of $4,905.71 per pound. At rates pre­
scribed by said section 4009 the cost of this service would 
have been only $32.56, but this beneficiary of govern .. 
mental favoritism received a bonus, subvention, or subsidy of 
$362,989.94. 

The Tampa Interocean Steamship Co. carried only 85 
pounds of mail, for which it received $438,775, or an average 
r-ate per pound of $5,162.06. Under the provisions of said 
section 4009 the cost of this service would have been only 
$58.64, but this steamship company received as a bonus, sub­
vention, or subsidy $438,716.36. 

During the fiscal year ended June 30, 1931, the following 
sums were paid as bounties, subsidies, or subventions, over 
and above the cost of the service under said section 4009: 
American Line Steamship Corporation ___________ _ 
American Mall Line (Ltd.)-----------------------American Scantic Line (Ltd.) _________________ :_ __ _ 
American South African Line (Inc.)-------------­
American West African Line (Inc.)----------------

Do-------------------------------------------
Atlantic & Caribbean Steamship Navigation Co ____ _ 
Colombian Steamship Co. (Inc.)----------------Dollar Steamship Ltne ___________________________ _ 

Eastern Steamship Line (Inc.)-------------------Export Steamship Corporation ____________________ _ 
Cirace Steamship L1ne ____________________________ _ 

Ciulf Mail Steamship Co. (Inc.)------------------­
Lykes Bros. Steamship Co. (Inc.)-----------------­
Mississippi Shipping Co---------------------------Munson Steanaship Ltne __________________________ _ 
New York & Cuba Mail Steamship Co _____________ _ 
New York & Puerto Rico Steamship Co ____________ _ 
Oceanic Steanaship Co-----------------------------Oceanic & Oriental Navigation Co ________________ _ 
Pacific Argenttne BrazU Idne (Inc.)---------------
South Atlantic Steamship Co. of Delaware ________ _ 
Pan~ ~ S~p co ______________________ _ 

$390,293. 49 
609, 086.15 
508,311.31 
244, 498.01 
300,645.57 

87,820.18 
248,838.60 
182, 063.54 

1,961, 625.57 
216, 321.68 

1,378,017. 61 
1,358,616.97 

15,631.06 
317,721.86 
607,696.82 

1,190, 263.60 
1,099, 499. 47 

12,933.59 
420,855.99 
881,373.45 
286, 257.14 
362, 989.94 
438.459.74 
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States Steamship Co______________________________ $575,861.42 
Tacoma Oriental Steamship Co___________________ 346,267.86 
Tampa Interocean Steamship Co_________________ - 438, 716. 36 
United Fruit Co__________________________________ 384,748.42 
United States Lines _______________________________ 1,000,134.07 

Total subsidies----------------------------- 15, 865, 548. 97 

I am not opposed to om development of a great merchant 
marine, but this end can not be accomplished by hothouse 
methods. Many of these ocean mail contracts are not far 
removed from legalized graft. No one is proud of the way in 
which om shipping interests have been handled since the 
World War. Under the guise of patriotism and on the 
specious plea of building up our foreign commerce we are 
enriching a few ocean steamship lines by the payment of 
unconscionable subsidies, funds for which must be supplied 
by the American taxpayers. In the interest of a normal anti 
lasting development of our shipping interests, there should 
be a radical change in the administration of the merchant 
marine act. The results are not comparable with the ex­
travagant expenditures of public funds. The merchant 
marine act of 1928 is being unwisely and extravagantly 
administered. The grave abuses that have grown up in the 
administration of this governmental activity must be cor­
rected and the prodigal expenditure of public funds halted. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. PARSONS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LOZIER. I yield. 
Mr. PARSONS. I would like to know if among the list of 

these companies the gentleman finds listed the name of the 
steamship ~ompany of the publicity manager of the Na­
tional Economy League, Mr. Archibald Roosevelt, and how 
much, if any, subvention that company is receiving? 

Mr. LOZIER. Answering the gentleman from illinois, I 
have not examined the roster of the offiers or the personnel 
of any of these companies, but I do say as a friend of Ameri­
can shipping that it can not be developed to a high degree 
by hothouse methods. 

[Here the gavel fell.] 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 

gentleman from Ohio [Mr. MouSER]. 
Mr. MOUSER. Mr. Chairman, I do not want the ~m­

bers of the committee to get any notion that I do not know 
the proprieties of a newer Member of Congress, and I do 
not want to consume too much of the time of this commit­
tee, but there are certain questions which are to come before 
us during these strenuous times which I deem of sufficient 
importance to address myself to as the occasion may require. 

I see by the newspapers that the committee appointed by 
this body to investigate the expenditures incident to the 
administration of the benefits given World War veterans 
and the sums these disabled veterans receive has a secret 
report. I do not know why there should be anything. secret 
about the facts obtained in investigating this question as to 
whether or not the benefits granted to those who enlisted 
in that great conflict are greater than they should be, or 
whether the money we are expending is being diverted into 
channels that were not intended by this Congress. 

I was a member of the subcommittee of three appointed 
by the then chairman of the Pensions Committee, the gen­
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNuTSON], to investigate ac­
tivities of the Veterans' Bureau in administering the com­
pensation laws we had passed, with a view to drafting 
legislation which might be presented to the Congress of the 
United States for the pmpose of seeing that justice was 
obtained for World War veterans. The real author of the 
so-called disability allowance bill is the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SWICK]. It was my privilege, along 
with the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. GASQUE], to serve 
upon that subcommittee. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. I yield. 
Mr. GOSS. I wish to inquire what report of the commit­

tee the gentleman refers to? 
Mr. MOUSER. It is my understanding it is the committee 

that was appointed under the economy act of last session. 

Mr. GOSS. Is it the one appointed under the economy 
act of last session? 

Mr. MOUSER. Yes; it is the one we are reading about 
in the newspapers, which has the secret report. I do not 
know what it contains. 

I am speaking in round numbers because I was unable 
to get the data from my files due to the short notice I had 
before addressing this body this afternoon upon this ques­
tion. At that time we developed the fact, and obtained 
information from the Veterans' Bureau, as it was called 
then, now the Veterans' Administration, that we were ex­
pending in salaries for Veterans' Bureau employees $43,-
000,000, when there were only one hundred and eighty-one 
thousand and some odd veterans who had been able to prove 
by the technical evidence required the service-connected 
nature of their disabilities. 

Mr. PARSONS. What year was that? 
Mr. MOUSER. Just a moment and I will bring that out. 
I recall this subcommittee had a meeting in the Speaker's 

office, the distinguished Ohioan, the Hon. Nicholas Long­
worth, then being Speaker. Mr. Tilson, the then majority 
leader, was present, as was the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SNELL]. I am not going to invade the proprieties 
of that occasion by discussing attitudes, but suffice it to say 
that when we presented the figures showing how much 
money was going for red tape and administration-money 
which this Congress had appropriated with the idea in mind 
of taking care of those who actually sustained disability in 
the service of the country-it was found to be so great that 
the distinguished leaders of the Republican House at least 
gave attention to that which we were suggesting. 

It was not long thereafter that the gentleman from Min­
nesota [Mr. KNUTSON] went to the White House. I do not 
know the conversation that took place there. If I did, I 
would not reveal what occurred. Suffice it to say the Presi­
dent of the United States, on the 3d day of July, 1930, the 
day the long session of Congress of that year adjourned, 
signed that bill. 

Now, let us see what has happened. There are those who 
are now receiving great pensions from this Government who 
are decrying the fact that many veterans of the World War 
who were not able to furnish the technical evidence required 
to show the service-connected nature of their disabilities are 
now drawing the magnificent sums of $12 to $18 a month, 
under the disability allowance act of July 3, 1930. 

In the last campaign in Ohio the editor of a great news­
paper who evidently had listened to propaganda advanced 
by selfish interests, who wanted to take away from the 
ordinary citizen, in order that perchance they may not pay 
any income tax, the meager sum a veteran gets from a grate­
ful Government because he bared his chest in time of war, 
because he underwent the hardships of camp, because he 
braved the dangers of submarines in going overseas, because 
many of them, yea, thousands of whom, laid down their lives, 
because of pestilence such as influenza and the awfulness of 
modern warfare. 

Mr. McGUGIN. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MOUSER. Just for a moment; I have only a short 

time. 
Mr. McGUGIN. Can the gentleman give us any idea what 

number of cases on the disability allowance roll are what 
we call border-line cases as compared with those which are 
obviously for disabilities incurred since the war? 

Mr. MOUSER. If I remember the history of the legisla­
tion correctly, the very purpose of writing into law provi­
sions for disability allowance or pensions, if you please, was 
to take care of the border-line cases where veterans were 
unable to supply the technical proof required by the Vet­
erans' Bureau which, by administrative, action had per­
fected regulations that were so technical that a man could 
not possibly supply the evidence required. 

I know something about these claims. I have maintained 
a service office for World War veterans and other veterans 
and their dependants, and I have paid out of my pocket 
the expense of this office in Marion, Ohio, and I have sev-
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eral hundred acth'e claims pending to-day. I have assisted 
in preparing the a.ftidavits, and every three weeks while I 
have been home I have gone to the office of the Veterans' 
Bureau in Cleveland. because five of my counties are under 
the jurisdiction of the Cleveland office and one is under the 
jurisdiction of the Cincinnati o:ffice, and to show you how 
inequitable are the decisions because of different interpreta­
tions of regulations I have gotten more service for the boys 
in the five counties under the jurisdiction of the Cleveland 
office than I have for those of the one county under the 
jurisdiction of the office in C"mcinnati, yet the claims, on 
the merits and on the face of the evidence. have been 
identical. 

[Here the gavel fen.J 
Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairma~ I yield the gentleman five 

additional minutes. 
Mr. MOUSER. My friends, a very distinguished citizen 

of Virginia :flew over the North Pole and because of the 
remarkableness of his feat, the daring of that :flight, made 
undoubtedly to add luster to his country's name, but prob­
ably from the human standpoint to add luster to his own 
name, it is my understanding that the Congress retired him 
from the NavY at an early age. He was promoted to rear 
admiral and was retired at that rank because of his feat, 
and to-day is drawing the difference between two-thirds of 
the base pay of a lieutenant commander and that of a rear 
admiral in the form of a pension. Certain rich people who 
do not want these boys to get the meager sum they are get­
ting and who are trying to put over the sales tax in order 
that the ordinary citizen of this land shall bear all of the 
burden of taxation are back of this movement. The argu­
ment of our balancing the Budget last year-and we did not 
balance it-was a smoke screen to hide behind for those 
who are rich and powerful and do not desire to pay the 
Government income taxes. This man has joined a tax 
league, an economy league, and he joins with others and 
says that the boys who are now getting this disability allow­
ance should have it taken away. 

I am no respecter of persons when it comes to politics 
along this line. I am well aware of the record of that great 
leader, Black Jack Pershing, who led the boys in khaki suc­
cessfully and crushed the backbone of Germany's offensive 
in the World War. He was kindly and considerate. He was 
a great leader. I would not detract for a moment from the 
illustrious name he has given us and our children's children, 
but, when he is discussing a matter of economy, without cast­
ing any reflection upon him I can say to that gentleman, 
who is receiving thousands of dollars as a pension, or as re­
tirement pay, if you please, at a higher rank than he would 
have gotten if he had not been the great leader in the war, 
that he can not tell me that the boy who has been keeping 
his family in this time of distress upon the $12 or $18 he has 
received, should not receive this money from a grateful Gov­
ernment. 

The newspaper I started to speak about when I was inter­
rupted sent me a questionnaire on economy during the last 
campaign and the editor asked me this question: 

Are you in favor of a general pension law for World War 
veterans? 

I will give the newspaper credit. They printed my reply 
without comment. I said to that editor, "Do y()U not know 
that there is already upon the statute books a general pen­
sion for World War veterans and that the basis of all pen­
sion legislation has been the degree of disability from which 
they are suffering?" This policy adopted by the Govern­
ment as to pensions, harkens back to the Mexican War, the 
Indian wars, and the Civil War, as well as the Spanish­
American War, yea, when the boys who wore the blue were 
getting fl'om $4 to $6 a month. It was only when they were 
in the evening of life, in the seventies and in the eighties, 
that there was any age provision written into the law. 

I was one of those who opposed the consolidation of the 
Bm·eau of Pensions into the Veterans' Administration be­
cause I felt there would grow up in this country a bureau­
cracy of Federal employees who would be thinking more 
about maintaining their jobs than anything else. I believe 

time will justify my conclusions. At the time of consolida­
tion the old Bureau of Pensions, in existence for a hundred 
years, had 250,000 pensioners upon the rolls, and was being 
operated for slightly more than a million dollars per annum. 
Let us be aware in the name of economy, of false doctrines 
and prophets, who because of selfish purposes are endeavor­
ing to avoid their just share of taxation by taking away 
well-earned benefits by the defenders of the Republic and 
the democracy of the world. Let us think of the ordinary 
citizens, the buck privates of that great worlds catastrophe. 
their wives and little ones, and not the rich and powerful­
many of them war profiteers-who always hold up a scare­
crow when humanitarian legislation is being written. The 
disability allowance payable only when a veteran is at least 
25 per cent permanently disabled-a godsend to many vet­
ems' homes, especially now, should not be repealed. If we 
take away from buck privates, then take away from the 
officers now receiving thousands of dollars-then this propa~ 
ganda will cease. 

[Here the gavel fell.J 
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I move that 

the committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 

resumed the chair, Mr. BLAND, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 
13710, the Department of Interior appropriation bill, and 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

ELECTION OF MEMBERS TO COMMITTEES • 
Mr. RAGON. Mr. Speaker, by directien of the Ways and 

Means Committee, I present the following resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 322 
Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby, 

elected to the standing committees of the House of Representa­
tives, to wit: 

WILLIAM J. DRIVER, of Arkansas, to the Committee on Rules; 
and AM:BROSE J. KENNEDY, of Maryland, to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, the Committee on Claims, and the Com­
znttjfl£ on War Claims. 

Tire resolution was agreed to. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, several gentlemen have asked 
me whether we are to take up the Unanimous-Consent Cal~ 
endar on next Monday. 

The SPEAKER. Next Monday is consent day. and also 
suspension day. If there is any business on the Consent 
Calendar it will be called up, and, I might add for the in­
formation of the RECORD, possibly suspensions. 

PAYMENT OF ADJUSTED-SERVICE CERTIFICATES 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 

insert in the RECORD a speech that I delivered last night 
over the radio. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to extend 

my remarks in the REcoRD, I include the following: 
Ladies and gentlemen of the radio audience, I am indebted to 

the National Broadcasting Co. for the time used in this broadcast. 
I want to thank the officials of the company for this opportunity 
to talk to the radio audience on the subject announced. 

At the last session of Congress, the House of Representatives by 
a vote of 211 for to 176 against passed a b111 to pay in cash the 
remainder due on the adjusted-service certificates. This b111 was 
often referred to as the bonus bill. An adjusted-service certificate 
does not represent a bonus; it represents a debt that has been 
acknowledged by Congress to a veteran of the World War for 
services rendered. Three million five hundred and fifty-five thou­
sand and fifty-eight veterans hold these certificates; the average 
value is $1,000. About 75 per cent of the certificates have been 
pledged for loans; there is a remainder due at this time after 
deducting prior loans of about $2,200,000,000. 

The bill that passed the House was defeated by the Senate. We 
expect to urge the passage of a similar bill at this session of 
Congress. The bill 1s designated as H. R. 11992. 

A large number of people are now enthusiastically advocating 
the passage of this bill who were opposing its passage a few 
months ago. We believe that it is the only plan yet proposed 
that will bring im:mediate relief to every sectioD Qf the country. 

• 
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It is the only way that the currency can be expanded without 
causing people to get further in debt, pay more interest, or by 
giving a dole. 

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation was given authority 
by the last Congress to lend $3,800,000,000 to the banks, insurance 
companies, railroad companies, and other corporations. This 
credit is not causing an expansion of the currency. No new 
money involved-just credit and more interest to be paid. The 
country will be benefited more by paying 3,550,000 veterans 
$2 ,000 ,000,000 than it would be by lending 25 Daweses $80,000,000 
each, or $2,000,000,000. If the veterans of Chicago had been paid 
the $82,031,733.80 that they would get under th1s bill, Mr. Dawes 
would not have needed the $80,000,000 loan. 

In substance, the b1ll provides that the veteran can deliver 
his certificate to the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs ahd 
receive in return therefor new money for the amount that is due 
on it after prior loans are deducted. The new money will be 
United States notes-the same kind of money that is in circula­
tion to-day. Our opponents can not defend their position in 
a discussion with an informed person on this subject, but en­
deavor to condemn the proposal with such terrifying phrases 
as "fiat money" or "printing-press money." Let us look at the 
bugbear of printing-press money. There are two kinds of money­
paper currency and coin. The public prefers the paper money 
to coin. The Bureau of Engraving and Prtnttng, which is located 
here in Washington, prints the paper money in a large-sized 
manufacturing plant of the modern type, employing 4,o00 people. 
Eighty per cent of the total amount of money in circulation is 
paper money. This money plant of ours is turning out an average 
of 3,000,000 new bills (greenbacks) a day of the total value of 
from three to five milllon dollars. That is the kind of money 
we are using. Most of this money that is printed each day is 
used to replace worn-out currency, but much of it is new money 
printed for the national banks. 

The gold standard act, passed by Congress, March 14, 1900, 
adopted the policy for our Government of backing our paper 
money with .W per cent gold. It is known that paper money 
can be safely issued on the Nation's credit as long as we have 40 
per cent in gold as a reserve to back each dollar. We have 
sufficient idle gold to authorize the issuance of the money to 
pay the adjusted-service certificates without reducing our gold 
reserve to as low as 40 per cent. 

Therefore, the debt can be paid with good, safe, sound money 
that will be worth 100 cents on the dollar, without a bond issue, 
without increasing taxes, without unbalancing the Budget, with­
out increasing our national debt, and without endangering the 
gold standard. 

The b111, as amended by an amendment suggested by Ex-Senator 
Robert L. Owen, a former national banker and coauthor of the 
Federal reserve act, gave the Federal Reserve Board the power to 
exchange Government bonds for any part of t .his money and the 
money so obtained to be returned to the Secretary of the TreaSUry 
for cancellation. The power to control the volume of money un(ler 
this amendment would at all times be subject to the wm of the 
Federal Reserve Board. Therefore, instead oi the bill providing for 
uncontrolled inflation, or even a step in the direction of the kind 
of inflation experienced by Germany and Russia, it provides for 
controlled expansion of the currency. 

The effect of this distribution of new money w1l1 be to give the 
people $2,000,000,000 more circulating medium upon which no one 
wlll be payin~ interest. The debt must be paid some time, because 
it has already been confessed by Congress. It can be paid in ad­
vance of the time it is made payable, without cost to the Govern­
ment, and its payment will be of immense benefit to all the people. 
I do not believe this money w111 ever have to be retired, as the 
increase in our population, national wealth, national income, and 
monetary gold stock causes a necessity for this much permanent 
addition to our circulating medium. If we do not expect to retire 
it in the near future, Congress can eliminate from its annual 
budget the $112,000,000 payment each year, which now goes into 
a sinking fund to retire the certificates in 1945. 

People do not have enough money at this time to do business 
on. It is reported by the Treasury Department that we have 
$5,500,000,000 in circulation. The Treasury Department presumes 
that all the money i.s now in circulation that has ever been put 
into circulation, not taking into account what has been lost in 
fires, such as the Great Chicago fire, and in shipwrecks and in 
other ways. The statement also presumes that all the money is in 
the United States, when, in truth and in fact, CUba uses our money 
exclusively, Poland uses our money almost exclusively, and much 
of it is being used in other foreign countries. In addition, a sub­
stantial part of the e.mount of money outstanding is hoarded by 
the banks and individuals. We do not actually have more than 
about $10 or $12 per capita money in circulation in the United 
States to-day. 

In Tenino, Wash., money made of wood is being used as a 
medium of exchange. The wooden money is as good as gold to 
purchase anything in that city. At Farmersville, Tex., recently, 
a customer purchasing $1 worth of goods from a. merchant gave 
a $1 check in payment of the bill. The merchant transferred the 
check, which was in turn transferred to another until the dollar 
check had 20 indorsements before reaching the bank. When it 
reached the bank payment was refused because of insufilcient 
funds. Instead of each indorser going back on the one who gave 
him the check the 20 indorsers contributed 5 cents each to the 
account of the maker of the check at the bank, the check was 
paid off and $20 in debts were paid 95 cents on the dollar after 
deducting the 5 cents paid by each indorser. Even wooden 

money and hot checks seem to be used to an advantage in this 
crisis in the absence of sufficient money. 

It has been contended heretofore that we did not need so much 
money in circulation, since credit was available through 30,000 
banking institutions. Recently, however, 10,000 of these banking 
institutions have closed their doors, causing the people to lose 
billions of dollars in deposits. The bankers have tightened up on 
their loans until credit facilities are practically frozen. There is 
only one way, to my mind, that we can make up for this lack of 
credit and lack of velocity of money, and that is by adding more 
money-volume. 

It is true that 11 we add such a large amount of money to the 
circulating medium it will cause a dollar to purchase less. That, 
however, will be offset by a rise in commodity prices and make 
debts and taxes easier to pay. The incomes of individuals and 
corporations will be increased, and this will result in additional 
Federal revenue. Proper currency expansion will enable the farm­
ers and others to pay their debts on somewhat the same basis at 
which they were contracted. 

The money will go into every nook and corner of the Nation. 
It will increase the per capita circulation of money about $18. 
Every community will get a share. It will go to every class, race, 
and creed; every occupation, avocation, and trade will be bene­
fitted; it will be deposited in the banks, which will increase the 
reserves of the banks, make the depositors' money safer and 
credit easier to obtain. This money wm be spent, thereby causing 
an expansion of consumption; it will not be hoarded, but wm 
immediately go into the channels of trade and production. It 
wlll benefit the general welfare as well as the veterans. It will 
provide buying power for the people. 

If the veterans are not paid now, by 1945 practically all the 
remainder of their certificates will be consumed by compound 
interest which they are forced to pay the banks and the Govern­
ment on prior loans. 

The last 62 years the Government has permitted national banks 
to deposit Government bonds with the Secretary of the Treasury 
as collateral security for the issuance to them of new money 
(greenbacks). The banks not only get the use of the new money, 
which is issued on the credit of the Nation and is a mortgage on 
all homes and other property of all the people, but they also get 
interest on the bonds deposited with the Secretary of the Treasury. 

·The people are not getting the money from the banks because they 
do not have the required security. The veterans have Govern­
ment bonds; why should not they be allowed the same privilege. 
Let us compare the ditference in the plan to pay the veterans and 
the present plan of issuing money to national banks in return for 
a deposit of Government bonds: 

1. In each case a Government noncirculating obligation (bond) 
1s exchanged for a Government circulating obligation (money). 

2. In each case the Government obligation that is deposited 
with the Secretary of the Treasury is payable in 1945 or in the 
future. 

3. In neither case will the total indebtedness of the Nation be 
increased. 

4. In neither case will there be a specific gold reserve set aside 
as fractional coverage to redeem the paper money. We have, how­
ever, sufficient idle gold to establish such a coverage, and the gold 
parity act of March 14:, 1900, in itself provides that all money 
issued is legally redeemable in gold. 

If good money is issued to the banks under the present system, 
good money will be issued to the veterans under this plan. This 
same principle was indorsed by Congress in the Glasa-Steagall bill 
and the home loan bank bill. 

Every World War veteran who is not a member of a veterans' 
organization should join one at once. There are three congres­
sionally recognized organizations that the World War veterans 
may join. They are the American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, and the Disabled American Veterans. Every World War 
veteran who has an honorable discharge is qualified to join on~ 
of these organizations. I hope every veteran who can conven­
iently do so joins all three, 11 eligible; if not, to at least become 
affiliated with one. The veterans have influence in proportion to 
their membership in their organizations. All three of these organ­
izations have indorsed full payment of the adjusted-service certifi­
cates. They should double their membership the next few months, 
and they will 1f all World War veterans realize the kind of fight 
that is being put up against them. A march on Washington by 
destitute veterans will be injurious to the cause of all veterans. 
Instead of such veterans coming to Washington they should sup­
port their organizations at home. The veterans will continue to 
win as long as they are reasonable, the false and misleading 
propaganda to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Do not forget that this debt to veterans must be paid anyway; 
it has already been acknowledged by Congress, and the general 
welfare of the Nation will be promoted if it is paid now, as sug­
gested, without additional cost to the Government. 

Remember, too, the chief cause of this depression is lack of 
buying power. COnsequently any additional buying power put in 
the hands of the public would tend to ameliorate the depression. 

Let us make a long step in the direction of restoring this coun­
try by paying the adjusted-service certificates. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills 
of the Senate of the following titles: 

s. 4023. An act providing for the closing of barber shops 
one day in every seven in the District of Columbia; and 
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s. 4123. An act to amend the District of Columbia traffic 
acts, as amended. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly <at 4 o'clock and 
56 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 
Friday, December 16, 1932, at 12 o'clock noon. 

COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
Tentative list of committee hearings scheduled for Fri­

day, December 16, 1932, as reported to the :floor leader: 
RIVERS AND HARBORS 

00.30 a. m.) 
Hearings on New Jersey shore-protection project. 

AGRICULTURE 

UO a. m.) 
Continue hearings on farm program. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
806. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Ad­

ministrator of Veterans' Affairs, transmitting a carbon copy 
of letter dated November 18, 1932, addressed to the Librarian, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D. C., and also a photostat 
of reply thereto, dated November 26, 1932, referring to cer­
tain records now in storage in the Veterans' Administration, 
Washington, D. C., and the 125 field establishments of the 
administration, which are no longer of use in current work 
nor of historical value, was taken from the Speaker's table 
and referred to the Committee on Disposition of Useless 
Executive Papers. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XITI, 
Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: Committee on Appropriations. 

H. R. 13710. A bill making appropriations for the Depart­
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 19341 

and for other purposes; without amendment <Rept. No. 
1792). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 
13534. A bill authorizing the appropriation of funds for 
the payment of claims to the Mexican Government under the 
circumstances hereinafter enumerated; without amendment 
<Rept. No. 1793). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. JONES: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 13607. A 
bill to authorize the distribution of Government-owned 
cotton to the American National Red Cross and other organi­
zations for relief of distress; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1795). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. LAMBETH: Committee on Printing. House Resolu­
tion 306. A resolution to print, as a House document, the 
letter from the Secretary of War transmitting a report of 
the Chief of Engineers for the development of Neuse River, 
N. C. (Rept. No. 1796.) Ordered to be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. PEAVEY: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 5151. A 

bill for the relief of the heirs of the late Frank J. Simmons; 
without amendment <Rept. No. 1794.) Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado: A bill (H. R. 13710) making 

appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the 

fiscal year ending June 30, 1934, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

By Mr. BOEHNE: A bill (H. R. 13711) to extend the 
times for commencing and completing the construction of 
a bridge across the Ohio River at or near Cannelton, Ind.; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CARTER of Wyoming: A bill (H. R. 13712) to 
provide that advances under the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation act may be made with lien on crops as adequate 
security; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LANHAM: A bill (H. R. 13713) to provide that in 
certain cases loans to veterans upon adjusted-service cer­
tificates shall be considered partial payments, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BACHMANN: A bill (H. R. 13714) to amend the 
World War adjusted compensation act, as amended; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LANHAM: A bill <H. R. 13715) to authorize a 
special rate of postage on periodicals when sent by public 
libraries; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. :MEAD: A bill <H. R. 13716) to restore former 
basis of compensation and allowances of postmasters and 
other employees of offices of the first, second, and third 
classes, and commissions of postmasters of the fourth class, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PESQUERA: A bill (H. R. 13717) to authorize the 
erection of a Veterans' Administration home in Puerto Rico, 
and to authorize the appropriation therefor; to the Com­
mittee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: A bill (H. R. 13718) amending the 
law relating to the collection of fees for passports; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LEA: A bill (H. R. 13719) to raise revenue by the 
taxation of light wines; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13720) to provide revenue by increasing 
taxes on certain nonintoxicating vinous liquors and to re­
move the limitation of the prohibition laws upon their 
manufacture, transportation, and sale in certain cases; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: Resolution <H. Res. 323) disap­
proving the Executive order of December 9, 1932, which 
transfers or changes any of the duties and responsibilities of 
the Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, or of the officers 
of the Corps of Engineers, United States Army; to the Com­
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive Departments. 

By Mr. BRITI'EN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 508) pro­
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States relative to the eighteenth amendment; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CLANCY: Joint resolution <H. J. Res. 509) author­
izing the issuance of a special postage stamp in honor of 
Brig. Gen. Thaddeus Kosciusko; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. MEAD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 510) directing 
the President of the United States of America to proclaim 
October 11 of each year General Pulaski's Memorial Day for 
the observance and commemoration of the death of Brig. 
Gen. Casimir Pulaski; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CELLER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 511) to in­
vestigate the activities of the Irving Trust Co. of New York, 
as receiver in bankruptcy and equity causes; to the Commit-
tee on Rules. · 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of Rule xxn, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BRITTEN: A bill (H. R. 13721) for the relief of 

Julian M. Jordan; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
By Mr. BURTNESS: A bill (H. R. 13722) for the relief of 

the Morgan Decorating Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 13723) for the relief of Olive 

J. Shepherd; to the Committee on Claims. 
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By Mr. CHINDBLOM: A bill (H. R. 13724) for the relief of 

Walter Edward Nolde; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
By Mr. CONNOLLY: A bill (H. R. 13725) for the relief of 

George B. Marx; to the Committee on War Claims. 
By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 13726) for the relief of James 

P. Spelman; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. EVANS of California: A bill (H. R. 13727) for the 

relief of Carrie Gannon; to the Committee on Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 13728) for the relief of Laura B. Cramp­

ton; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. FISHBURNE: A bill (H. R. 13729) for the relief of 

Henry Harrison Griffith; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. HORNOR: A bill <H. R. 13730) granting a pension 

to Sarah M. \Vaugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
By Mr. LAMBERTSON: A bill <H. R. 13731) granting a 

pension to Mikel Gollenger; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. LA..l\rnECK: A bill <H. R. 131132) granting an in­

crease of pension to Sarah Jane Plummer; to the Commit­
tee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LUDLOW: A bill <H. R. 13733) granting a pension 
to Harry Slavin; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 13734) 
granting a pension to William M. Caplinger; to the Com­
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill <H. R. 13735) granting a pen­
sion to Anna Hindman; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MEAD: A bill <H. R. 13736) for the relief of Paul 
Francis Appleby; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. MOUSER: A bill (H. R. 13737) granting an in­
crease of pension to Martha M. Rogers; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13738) granting an increase of pension 
to Lee Jones; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. RAMSPECK: A bill (H. R. 13739) for the relief of 
Capt. Frank J. McCormack; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill <H. R. 13740) for the relief of J. H. Taylor 
& Son; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. THOMASON: A bill (H. R. 13741) granting a pen­
sion to Grover Cleveland O'Dell; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

IOIT' 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were 

laid on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
8951. By Mr. CHINDBLOM: Petition of Benner Chemical 

Co., of Chicago, favoring certain amendments to the bank­
ruptcy law; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8952. By Mr. COCHRAN of Pennsylvania: Petition of 
Farrell Local, No. 1411, of National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks, of Farrell, Pa., urging that best efforts be put forth to 
prevent a continuance of the furlough provision in the 
economy law beyond the present fiscal year; to the Commit­
tee on Ways and Means. 

8953. Also, petition of Woman's Christian Temperance 
Union and Clarion County Sabbath School Association, urg­
ing the passage of the stop-alien representation amendment 
to the United States Constitution and count only American 
citizens when making future apportionments for congres­
sional districts; to the Committee on the Census. 

8954. By Mr. CONDON: Petition of Frank A. Silberman 
and 203 other citizens of Rhode Island, protesting against 
the repeal or modification of existing legislatit)n beneficial 
to Spanish War veterans, their widows, or dependents; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. 

8955. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of Civil Service Forum of 
New York, urging the Congress to repeal the unjust and 
inequitable provisions of the economy act as a forward step 
in relieving the stress of unemployment, restoration of 
national prosperity, and as an act of justice to faithful 
workers in the service of the United States; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

8956. Also, petition of Linnaean Society of New York, urg­
ing upon the Special Senate Committee on Conservation of 
Wild Life Resources the desirability of the establishment of 
Admiralty Island as a wild-life sanctuary; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

8957. Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper 
Makers, Local No. 45, Deferiet, N. Y., requesting Congress 
to create a tariff which will adequately safeguard the pulp 
and paper industry; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8958. By Mr. ESTEP: Memorial of 68 citizens, members 
of Trinity Methodist Episcopal Church, Pittsburgh, Pa., pro­
testing against any legislation tending to weaken the 
eighteenth amendment by legalizing beer and light wines; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8959. Also, memorial of Grandview Park Tabernacle, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., protesting against repeal of the eighteenth 
amendment or national prohibition act; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

8960. Also, memorial of the Women's Home Missionary 
Society of the Friendship Park Methodist Episcopal Church, 
protesting against any repeal of the eighteenth amendment 
or modification of the national prohibition act; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8961. Also, memorial of the Mothers' Club of Bloomfield, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., protesting against the repeal of the eight­
eenth amendment or modification of the Volstead Act; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8962. By Mr. FITZPATRICK: Petition unanimously 
adopted by the common council of the city of Yonkers, N.Y., 
requesting a modification of the economy act in so far as it 
affects the postal employees, to bring about a more equitable 
solution of the present alleged hardships and inequalities; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8963. By Mr. GARBER: Petition urging support of Senate 
bill4646 and House bill 9891; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

8964. Also, petition of the Zook Wholesale Mercantile Co., 
Blackwell, Okla., indorsing proposed revision of certain sec­
tions of the national bankruptcy act; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

8965. By Mr. GffiSON: Petition of Rev. J. S. Garvin, to­
gether with 28 citizens of South Ryegate, Vt., opposing all 
legislation to legalize manufacture and sale of beer and light 
wines; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8966. By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: Petition of Denton 
(Md.) Woman's Christian Temperance Union, opposing vig­
orously any and all attempts to repeal or modify the eight­
eenth amendment or its supporting legislation; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

8967. By Mr. HOOPER: Petition of residents of third dis­
trict of Michigan, urging vote for stop-alien representation 
amendment to the United States Constitution; to the Com­
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

8968. By Mr. LEHLBACH: Peition of citizens of New Jer­
sey, opposing the beer bill; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

8969. By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of· American Fruit & 
Vegetable Shippers' Association, Chicago, TIL, protesting 
against certain provisions of the Farm Board act; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

8970. Also, petition of Pattern Makers League of North 
America, New York City, opposing the reccmmendations by 
President Hoover for further reduction of Government em­
ployees' salaries and the continuance of the 8% per cent 
present wage reduction; to the Committee on Appropria­
tions. 

8971. Also, petition of Medical Society of the county of 
Westchester, N. Y., protesting against the growing tendency 
of Veterans' Administration hospitals; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans• Legislation. 

8972. By Mr. MILLER: Petition of citizens of Hickory 
Plains, Ark., protesting against repeal or modification of 
Volstead Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8973. Also, petition of citizens of Evening Shade, Ark., 
protesting against repeal or modification of Volstead Act; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8974. Also, petition of Ladies' Missionary Society of Roe, 
Ark., protesting against the repeal or modification of the 
Volstead Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8975. Also, petition of citizens of Melbourne, Ark., protest­
ing against repeal or modification of Volstead Act; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 
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8976. Also, petition of citizens of Newport, Ark., protesting 

against repeal or modification of Volstead Act; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8977. Also, petition of citizens of Pearson, Ark., protesting 
against repeal or modification of Volstead Act; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8978. Also, petition of citizens of Oil Trough and Elmo, 
Ark., protesting against repeal or modification of Volstead 
Act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8979. Also, petition of citizens of Heber Springs, Ark., 
protesting against repeal or modification of Volstead Act; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8980. Also, petition of citizens of Batesville, Ark., protest­
ing against the repeal or modification of the Volstead Act; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8981. By Mr. NELSON of Maine: Petition of Mary Rich­
ardson and 21 other citizens of Southwest Harbor, Me., urg­
ing Congress to refuse to change the Volstead Act; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8982. Also, petition of 28 citizens of Randolph, Me., urging 
Congress to refuse to legalize beer and wine; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8983. Also, petition of Cora B. Lincoln and 83 other resi­
dents of Maine, urging the Seventy-second Congress to 
maintain the eighteenth amendment without change; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8984. Also, petition of 28 citizens of Columbia, Me., urging 
passage of the proposed constitutional amendment to 
stop alien representation; to the Committee on the Judi­
ciary. 

8985. Also, petition of 50 citizens of Gardiner, Me., urging 
Congress to refuse to legalize beer and wine; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

8986. By Mr. PARKS: Petition of citizens of New Edin­
burg, Ark.; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8987. Also, petition of citizens of Prescott, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8988. Also, petition of citizens of Hamburg, Ark.; to t.he 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8989. Also, petition of citizens of Stamps, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8990. Also, petition of citizens of Purdon, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8991. Also, petition of citizens of Okolona, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8992. Also, petition of citizens of Strong, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8993. Also, petition of citizens of Stephens, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8994. Also, petition of citizens of Prescott, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8995. Also, petition of citizens of Montrose, Ark.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

8996. Also, petition of citizens of El Dorado, Ark.; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8997. By ·Mr. ROBINSON: Petition signed by Frank Pit­
zenberger and Julia Pitzenberger, president and secretary of 
the Pitze Beauty Parlor Supply Co., Waterloo, Iowa, and 15 
others, urging the repeal of the eighteenth amendment; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

8998. By Mrs. ROGERS: Memorial of the City Council of 
the City of Lowell, Mass., requesting that immediate legisla­
tion be enacted to legalize the sale of beer and light wine in 
Massachusetts; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

8999. By Mr. RUDD: Petition of Medical Society of the 
County of Westchester, N.Y., protesting against the growing 
tendency of the Veterans' Administration hospitals to com­
pete with the hundreds of approved hospitals now in ex­
istence, etc.; to the Committee on World War Veterans' Leg­
islation. 

9000. Also, petition of Pattern Makers' League, New York 
City, opposing the recommendations of the President for 
further salary reduction of Government employees and also 
the continuance of the 8 7'3 per cent wage reduction; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

9001. By Mr. SEGER: Letter of Rev. Roswell F. Hinkel­
man, minister Community Congregational Church, Little 
Falls, N.J., with resolutions of young people's rally favoring 
passage of Senate bill 1079, by Senator BROOKHART, on 
motion-picture industry; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

9002. By Mr. SNELL: Petition of residents of Mooers 
Forks, Ellenburg Depot, etc., opposing the return of beer; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9003. By Mr. SPARKS: Resolution of Woman's Home 
Missionary Society of Rice, Kans., submitted by Della 
Magaw, president, and Mrs. A. W. Cochran, secretary, of 
the society, asking for Federal legislation for regulating 
motion pictures; to the Committee on Interstate and For­
eign Commerce. 

9004. Also, petition of citizens of Morland, Hoxie, and 
Penokee, Kans., submitted by Grace E. Brown and Ira Mc­
Guire and signed by 84 others, protesting against 'any change 
in the prohibition law or the submission of any new amend­
ment providing for repeal of the eighteenth amendment; 
also petition of citizens of Rice and Ames, Kans., submitted 
by Mrs. Ernest S. Lagasse and Mrs. Orville Doyeu and 
signed by 24 others, protesting against the legalizing of any 
intoxicating liquors; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9005. By Mr. STEWART: Petition of 271 residents of the 
fifth congressional district, opposing every legislative act 
that would legalize alcoholic liquors stronger than one-half 
of 1 per cent; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

9006. By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: Petition of the 
Woman's Home Missionary Society, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, Clarkston, Wash., urging support of Senate bill 
1079 and Senate Resolution 170, relative to the establish­
ment of a Federal motion-picture commission, etc.; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

9007. By Mr. TARVER: Resolution of the Burning Bush 
and Boynton (Ga.) Baptist Missionary Societies, asking the 
maintenance and enforcement of National and State laws 
against intoxicating liquors; to the Committee on the Ju­
diciary. 

9008. By Mr. THOMASON: Petition of El Paso-Hudspeth 
County Farm Bureau, conveying resolutions adopted at its 
meeting on November 19, 1932; to the Committee on Agri­
culture. 

9009. By Mr. TREADWAY: Petition of citizens of Dalton, 
Mass., urging the adoption of a stop-alien representation 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

9010. By Mr. WATSON: Petition of the Bensalem 
Woman's Christian Temperance Union, Trevose, Pa., op­
posing any change in the Volstead Act or the eighteenth 
amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9011. By Mr. WEST: Petition of 45 residents of Ashland, 
Polk, West Salem, Delta, and Jeromesville, Ohio, urging pas­
sage of stop-alien representation amendment to the United 
States Constitution to cut out the 6,280,000 aliens in this 
country and count only American citizens when making 
future apportionments for congressional districts; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

9012. By Mr. WYANT: Petition of D. W. Baer, secretary 
Greensburg Council, No. 169, Junior Order United Ameri­
can Mechanics, urging passage of the Moore immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

9013. Also, petition of J. Irwin Green, Murrysville, West­
moreland County, Pa., urging support of stop-alien repre­
sentation amendment to the United States Constitution; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9014. Also, petition of Theo. C. Hackenberg, Murrys­
ville, Pa., urging support of stop-alien representation amend­
ment to the United States Constitution to cut out 6,280,000 
aliens in this country and count only American citizens 
when making future apportionments for congressional dis­
tricts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9015. Also, petition of 44 persons representing missionary 
societies of the Westminster Presbyterian Church, of 
Greensburg, Pa., urging support of the stop-alien representa-
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tion amendment to the United States Constitution to cut out 
6,280,000 aliens in this country and count only American 
citizens when making future apportionment for congres­
sional districts; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

9016. Also, petition of E. P. George, C. G. Koerner, A. E. 
Snair, L. G. Gahagan, George Waddington, A. J. Kuhn, Paul 
J. Trout, of New Kensington, Pa .• urging support of the 
stop-alien representation amendment to the United States 
Constitution to cut out 6,280,000 aliens in this country and 
count only American citizens when making future appor­
tionments for congressional districts; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, DECEMBER 16, 1932 

(Legislative day of Thursday, December 8, 1932) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration 
of the recess. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 

the approval of the Journal for the calendar days of Tues­
day, December 13, Wednesday, December 14, and Thursday, 
December 15, 1932. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none and it is so ordered. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. HARRISON obtained the floor. 
Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missis­

sippi yield to me to enable me to suggest the absence of a 
quorum? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Missis-
sippi yield for that purpose? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will call the roll. 
The Chi~f Clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 

answered to their names: 
Ashurst Cutting Kean 
Austin Dale Kendrick 
Bailey Dickinson Keyes 
Bankhead D1ll King 
Barbour Fess La Follette 
Barkley Frazier Logan 
Bingham George Long 
Black Glass McGill 
Blaine Goldsborough McKellar 
Borah Gore McNary 
Broussard Grammer Metcalf 
Bulkley Hale Moses 
Bulow Harrison Neely 
Byrnes Hastings Norbeck 
Capper Hatfield Nye 
Carey Hawes Oddie 
Cohen Hayden Patterson 
Coolidge Hebert Reed 
Copeland Howell Reynolds 
Costigan Hull Robinson, Ark. 
Couzens Johnson Robinson, Ind. 

Schall 
Schuyler 
Shipstead uo· 
Shortridge 
Smith 
Smoot 
Steiwer 
Swanson 
Thomas, Okla. 
Trammell 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Wagner 
Walcott 
Walsh, Mass. 
Walsh, Mont. 
Watson 
White 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. I desire to announce that 
the Senators from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD and Mr. CONNALLY] 
and the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BRATTON] are neces­
sarily detained in attendance on the funeral of the late 
Representative Garrett. 

I also desire to announce that the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. LEwrsJ is detained on official business. 

I also wish to announce that the junior Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS] and the junior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mrs. CARAWAY] are detained by reason of illness. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I wish to announce that my colleague 
the senior Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] is detained 
by illness. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I wish to announce that the Sena­
tor from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART] is necessarily absent by 
reason of illness. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. My colleague [Mr. WHEELER] 
is absent on account of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENI'. Eighty-one Senators have an­
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

FOREIGN DEBTS 
Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, on yesterday I gave 

notice that to-day I intended to discuss the foreign debt 
situation. Since making that announcement there has been, 
in :rpy opinion, some change in the trend of events. Certain 
circumstances have arisen which I hope will work to the 
mutual advantage of both France and the United States and 
preserve the fine and friendly and cordial relationship that 
always has existed between the two countries. Therefore, 
it is my opinion that the wise thing to do at this time, 
in view of that situation, is to withhold any remarks touch­
ing that very important question, and so I shall conduct 
myself accordingly for the present. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Representatives by Mr.­

Haltigan, one of its clerks, announced that the House had 
passed a bill CH. R. 13520) making appropriations for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1934, and for other purposes, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

PHILIPPINE INDEPENDENCE 
The Senate resumed the consideration of the bill CH. R. 

7233) to enable the people of the Philippine Islands to adopt 
a constitution and form a government for the Philippine 
Islands, to provide for the independence of the same, and 
for other purposes. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Mr. President, the debate 
on the pending bill, it seems to me, has proceeded far 
enough to justify the imposition of a limitation by unani­
mous consent. It will be recalled that during the last ses­
sion the bill and amendments to it were discussed for a 
period of a week or 10 days. It has been the sole sub­
ject of consideration since the present session began. A 
number of tentative agreements have been reached. I feel 
that with the approval of those in charge of the bill and 
other Senators who have been interested in important 
amendments a proposal for limitation should be submitted. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that all debate on the 
bill and each amendment and motion relating to the same 
be limited, so that hereafter no Senator may speak more 
than once or longer than 10 minutes on the bill or any 
amendment thereto or any motion pertaining to the same. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator limit 

the request to the pending motion? We do not know what 
other amendments may be proposed, and there may be 
some that would require considerable debate. May not the 
request be limited at this time to the pending motion? 
That will probably determine the fate of the bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. If the Senator objects or 
if he indicates an intention to object, I will withdraw the 
request. I shall renew it a little later. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, as I understand it, there is 
no objection to the request so far as it relates to the pend­
ing question. Let us go as far as we can. If there is no 
objection to limiting debate on the pending motion, let us 
dispose of that and then see what the situation is. 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. In view of the suggestions 
of the two Senators from Louisiana, while I am not certain 
that very much will be accomplished by imposing a limita­
tion of debate on the amendment, which has already been 
debated, and the pending motion, on which I understand the 
Senate is about ready to vote, I ask unanimous consent that 
debate on the pending motion be limited so that no Senator 
may speak more than once or longer than 10 minutes. 

Mr. DILL. That has reference to the pending motion to 
reconsider? 

Mr. ROBINSON of Arkansas. Yes; the motion to recon­
sider. That is the pending question. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. · 

The question is on the motion of the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. BuLow] to reconsider the vote whereby the 
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